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Scripture - Trinity 


Intelligibly Explained: 
O R, AN 
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. the DemenTearion of a 


TRINITI in Unity, 
From Reaſon and Scripture. 


In a Chain of Conszoveancyt from | 


Certain PxINCIPL E 8. 


WHICH 


Will not only give the Reader a View into the 
whole Controverſy ; but may ſerve as an Anſwer 
to Dr. Waterland, as alſo to Dr. Clarke, and all O- 
thers thar have wrote upon the Subject, whether 
Arians, Socinians, or w 
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Is che Title of this Treas 
tiſe gives the Reader 
reaſon to expect an An- 
ſwer to Dr. Waterland, 
Dr. Clarke, and all Others 
that have wrote upon 
the Subject, I rhink m 
ſelf obliged to explain my Meaning, 
that T may not ſeem to ou omiſe what 
T never intended to perform. I am 
therefore to let him know, that tiis 
Book was not profeſſedly wrirten 2. 
A 2 gainſt 
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aſt any of them, but was only in- 


=. xended- as an Inquiry after Truth, with- 


"> out regard to What any one has ſaid; 


N and it is no otherwiſe an Anſwer to 
them, than as it proves ſo by Accident, 
9 


ds propoſing à Notion for the Explica- 


tion of the Trmity, which if it happens 
to be Right, all others muſt neceſſa- 
rily be Wrong. 


5 > 
# 


pl , 1 | 2 
When 1 firſt ſet my ſelf about this 
Work, as I had not then read any Book 
upon that Subject, that has been writ 
within theſe Fourteen or Fifteen Vears; 
ſo I purpoſely avoided it, till T had form- 
ed my own Scheme, that I might have 
no Bias from the Reaſonings of others, to 
cramp the Freedom of my own Thoughts. 


6— 4 2 


But after I had made what Diſcovery 
-I could by the help of Scripture, and my 
ovn Reaſon, I then thought it proper to 
have recourſe to others, to ſee what In- 
formation I could get from them. I read 
Two or Three Treatiſes publiſſid by the 
moſt eminent Hands, as I could conve- 
niently light of them, but I found little 
Satisfaction from them; I ſaw nothin 
New in any of them, beſide the Meth 
and Dreſs they appeared in; nor did any 
of them give me the leaſt Reaſon to ſu- 
ſpect 


1  —_x 


— AF 
ſpeR the Truth of thoſe Notions I had 
before been led into 
Vo on ont ner or nter ei 
Indeed in the learticd Dr. Waterlants 
Treatiſe in Defence of Chnift's Divinity, 
(a Treatiſe well deſerving the Approba- 
tion it has univerſally been receiv d with, 
as being writ with great Learning” anc 
ood Senſe, as well as à generous and 
coming Zeal, tho with tuo much Con- 
tempr of an Adverfary, not contemptible, 
however miſtaken,)! I met with many 
Things that gave me Octaſion to mike 


ſeveral Additions to what T had drawn 


up; tho', without any Alteration, 45 to 
f Slant ls 110 e 
the Notion or Argument:? As he- is 4 


Perſeck Adyocate for one of thoſe Hypos == , 
theſes my Merhod Eo to be''cons / | 


& % 
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ſidered, 'I thought myſelf obliged to exa. 


mine his Reaſonings inDefence of it, and 


likewiſe what ObjeQions lie againſt it, 
that by this means it may be ſeen'in 


its proper Light, and eyery one be bet- 


ter able to form a Judgment of it. Con- 
ſidering the Title of the learned Doctor's 
Book, it may perhaps be an Offence to 
the prejudiced, tho pious; Reader, that 


this ſhould pretend to be an Anſwer to 
it; and tis probable Many may be diſ- 
couraged from reading this, leſt they 


ſhould meet with ſomething here in op- 
9 A3 poſition 


—— 


. Pre 


poſition tc to our bleſſed Lord 8 Divinity: 
— that Treatiſe is writ in Defence of. 


8 promiſe they ſhall meet with no- 


of that nature: The Divinity of 
905 od 1 oly Spirit, is here main- 
raine: ſtricteſt and malt nodes 
Senſe. 1 to nothing New in this 


ar z. tis the Modus only of account - 
— r the Trinity in 0 75 chat J differ 
om DE Doctor in; and for this. I here 
propoſe: anew Hypotheſis, which, tho' 
Was not deſigned againſt the 1 
100 was drawn, up before his Book was 
'd, yer it may neyertheleſs he ſaid 
an Anſwer. ta him, 2s, W 1 


AZ all my Nog 1 e 5 0 


i 1 in an, A er h, when 

nds in any 1 8 vs ſeems'to 
2 hell take th for an Anſwer; 
Par el it is not only a new Explication, 
tuch! a one as is can onfiſtent with Scrip- 


but ſu 


9 


15 5 17 it ſelf... (Fee Waterland, 2. 357, 


411442 


1 201 1975 fewer and t We Teſs 


Bie and go. fro rded. jon: 
Qbjettions than others. | (Il. p. 3 A 115 
228.) etends to account fur all thoſe 


Franks a ich the Dottor ſeems 10 500 
are not to be accounted far ; aud that too 
in the very way that he requires, theway 


of Demonſtration, in a Chain of: Reaſon- 
ing from certain Principles, till we come 


zo a Concluſion. (Ib. p. 484.) I 


PREFACE Vii 
I doubt it will be no Recommendation 

to it, that it pretends to be New: With 

the generality of the World, Antiquity 

is ſo good an Argument of Truth, that 

Novelty is but another Name for Er- 

WGS. . 5 


Dr. Vaterland indeed does very ge- 
neroully call upon his Adverſary to ſtrike 
out what new Light he is able, as what 
ought to be acceptable to all reaſonable 
Men, and what he and they ought to 
thank him for. And how juſt ſo ever it is 
to expect it ſhould be fo, yet few of 
theſe reafonable Men ate to be found. 
Few there ate who can bear that the Doc- 
trine be examined at all, much leſs can 
they hear of any new Loney, And 'tis 
ſo far from being thought to deſerve our 
"Thanks, that by ſome 'tis look'd upon 
as a vain Preſumption for any Man to 
think himſelf capable of finding our any 
ſuch hidden Reſerve of Evidence, as has 
lain ſeeret from the acuteſt Wirs for fo 
many Hundred Years. And by others 
tis repreſenred as an inſolent Curioſity, 
as if it were ſearching into the hidden 
Things of God. Whether there be any 
ſuchEvidence yet to be brought out, [leave 
to the Reader's Judgment, when he has 
| A 4 read 


— ee” die io — 


vii PREFACE, 

read the following Sheets: And as for 
ſearching into the hidden Things of God, 
tis Nonſenſe, when we are only inquiring 
into what is revealed. En, | 


We owe it to God that we examine 
every Thing, and ſo long as we take the 
Scripture for our Guide, we need not be 


afraid of Noyelty ; what is founded on 
Scripture has the true Antiquity, and if 
there be any thing yet undiſcovered that 


can fairly plead Authority from thence, 


tis no matter how many have over- 


look'd it, nor how new it may appear 


to the World. Our new Hypotheſis is 
of this kind, it pretends to nothing but 


what it draws from Scripture ;. and if it 
be found agreeable to that, tis ſo far 


from being a juſt Objection to it, that 
it has lain ſo many Ages in the dark, 
that it ought rather to be the more va- 


lued, when tis brought to light. To 
this therefore I refer the Trial of it. I 


publiſh it not as my ſettled Opinion, but 


only Aywricinas, or yUprancs xp, as the 
Ancients called it, as a diſputable Pro- 
blem, or a Matter to be examind for 
the Diſcovery of Truth; and tho' I ar- 
gue for it with all my Might, tis only 


as an Advocate, and not à Party. I 


own it has ſo far my Judgment with it, 
that 


— 


PRE FACE. iz 


that at preſent it looks moſt probable 
of any: But what Objections it may be 
liable to, I do not know; and till J ſee 
this, I cannot, nor ought Ito determine 
for it. All chat I have to add farther 
is, to deſire the Reader, that if he meet 


with any thing here which may hap⸗ 


pen to ſurprize him, as being contrary 
to any Notion he has been bred up in, 
he will be ſo juſt to himſelf and me, 
as to read it all i before he 
judge, and in forming hi Judgment, 
will condemn nothing till he is ſure 
he underſtand the Argument, and is. 
thoroughly ſatisfied of the Inſufficien- 
cy of the Evidence that is offered in 
Proof of it. . e 
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Qmething eertain, neceſſary to bil. 

8 KN. certain in mfr + bs of _ the Trinity, bur 
what is revealed in Scripture. ibid; 

Rules for finding, out the Scripture DoBrine. 2.5374 


Noebing to be received as a Doctrine e Seripture, but 
bat is taught. direttiy in it, or follows from it by 
neceſſary Conſequence. 2, 3 


' Nothing prov'd certain from ambiguous Texts. 3 
We moſt plain, natural, and intelligible Senſe of Scrip- 


ture, abe moſt likely #0 be the true Senſe. 415 


Prejudice and Prepoſſeſſion the general Cauſe of miſtak- 
* N ee all Parties 2 air 1 
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Reaſons why all Parties ought to ſuſpe they may 33 
talen, particularly in the ſeveral 2 hither- 


to advanced, relating to the Trinity. 7. 8, 9 
FROPOSITION 1, 
The Nn God: explained. | 11,12, Kc. 


No Scripture, Ur. be, of 4. Self 
hag} en. 9 7 of ow Ne 


Creator and Gauemnour of the World. F:* 
I have ſaid, Ve are Gods, explained, and — not 
#0 relate d Dominion. . 17 


RODS O'N . 


What is meant by#ha Perſe 83 ef the Divine Nature. 19 
The Perfection of * inct from the Divine 
Nature, — ano at whatever i; in God is 
God, proved. ibid, 


* Communication of the Divine Nature impoſſible; to 
ſſteak of communicable and incommunicable Attributes 
very improper, proved. A. 

at r. 
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- TEETH ol 


e Fs ; bulls 5 « Suppftint 7 . 
Communication, 1 falſe, 


| PRO POSITION. Ul. 
Thet there is but One God, One Self-exiſtent. abſolutely 
perfect Being, or Ovie Creator and Governour ; z and 


h _ the God of Iſrael is this One G 2 
Whither a Creature can create, | 11 


Thar tho a Creature might be indued WY 4 "Power of 


iving Being, he cannot nevertheleſs create and 592. 
The Hela 


That if a Creatute tedld create and Roben the World 


yet it is certain, that the World was . and 
is governed by God alone. 24, 25 


PRO POSITION. IV. 


That there is but One Object of Worſhip, and that to be 
"God, and to be the Object of Worſhip, are convertible 


Mm. 26, 27, 28 
That the Jehovah, the God of Iſrael, & the One Ohhen of 
Worſhip. ibid. 


Whether an inferior Worſhip may not be paid 10 4 
Creature, reſolved, by ſtating the true Notion of Ner- 
ſhip, and from poſitive Revelation. 29, 20 

A Corollary, that whatever is truly God muſt have the 
Self-exiſtent Eſſence, abſolute Perfe&ion, Authority, 
and * of Sed; and that nothing can have 
either, but he muſt have all. = 


PROPOSITION V. 


* That tho there is One God, yet the Scripture aſcribes the 


Name, the Perfections, the Power and rn 5 
N ure 
Js the Father us that One Being, to whom all theſe be. 


ibid. 


long. 
That the Son 5s called God in the ſame Senſe with — 
Further. 


Thar the Son has the ſame Divine Attributes with 4 


Father, 33 
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That Three. Beings will not infer Three Gods. 
That this Notion of Three Beings, as here explained, 14 


The Argument ſummed up. | 1 


2 
The Cox TENTS. 
That be is the Creator and Governour of the World, in 
the ſame Senſe with the Father, *  __ . '3$ 
That the ſame Worſhip ij due to the Son, as to the Fa- 
er 8 


ther. | 36 
That the Holy Spirit is God in the, fame Senſe with the 
Father. | 1 und 
That the Divine Attributes are aſcribed to the Holy Spi- 
„ RE Dy \ > A Þ 
Corollary, That the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are 

One and the Same ſimple Indiviſible Being or Princi- 
pile; the ſame Creator and Governour of the World ; 
the ſame Objet of Worſhip ; and whatever can be 

ſpoken of Either, muſt be ſpoken of All, 39 
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That tho' the Father, Son and Spirit are One and the 

ſame Being, vet they are really diſtintt; and what 
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The Word Perſon explained, and the Original of it. 41 
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Operation, and Fubſiſtence. 432. 43, Ge. 
The firſt Notion of Three Perſous conſidered as Three 


Beings, largely examined, with. the Arguments for 
't 4 5 s 45s Se. 


11. 98 4 2 
"That thoſe Characters, by which the Son and Holy Spirit 
ate diſtinguiſh'd from the Father, prove them to be 


diſtin Beings, and cannot be ſpoken of them in re- 
ſpeR of their Divine Nature. 45, GS. 


33 
not chargeable with Arianiſm. 54, 55 
That the Father, & n and Spirit are One and the Same 


Being, and yet Three different Beings, no Contradiction, 


becauſe the Son and Spirit bave a diſtin Nature from 
that of the Father, 
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PROPOSITION. VII. 
That the Son and Spirit are not Gad in reſpect of that 


Nature they have diſtin from the Father, 38 


This 
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'$his Suppoſi tion will ſolve all Difficulties in this Con: 
rover). 59 
"That the Nature in which the Son ſubſiſted before his Con- 

ception of the Virgin, was bis HumaneNature. 60,61,62 


That the Logos # not the Divine but the Humane Na- 


ture; that is, the Humane Soul of Chriſt pre exiſt- 
ing, proved. 63, 64 


"This Senſe of the Logos agreeable to the general Deſign 


of St. John in writing bis Goſpel, as well as the _ 
ticular Senſe of the Context. 


| 65 
The Difficulties that attend other Senſes of the. Logos. 


68, 69, Sc. 


How the Father, Son and Spirit, tho Three Beings, 7 


yet but One and the ſame God, 
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Godbead, the Orthodox and Catholick Notion. 72 
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Whether the Logos might not have ated in ſome Body 

before he was made Fleſh ; as likewiſe, whether the 
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Vehicle, conſider d. 33, Ge. 


Dr. Warerland's formidable Objections ſhewn 5 be of 


10 Force. 3, G 6. 


That all Difficulties fall before this Hypotheſis, = 0s 


thers cannot account for. ibid. 
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Objections anſwered. 103 
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The true Notion of Eternal Generation in the Primitive 
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The. ſeveral Notions of Sonſhip attributed to Chriſt in 
Seripture. 115 


An ingenuous Confeſſion. of Dr, Waterland relating to 
Eternal Generation. 


117 
The Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt expldined, and proved 


from Scripture. _ 119, * 
To proceed from the Father, and to be ſent, ſbewn. to be 
the ſame Thing it Scripture. 1120, Ge. 


This Hypotheſis ſhewn to preſerve the Medium between 
Arianiſm'and Sabellianiſm, and how it differs from 


both. I . 
That the Author requires in anſwer to it. * 57 | 


Of the Second Notion of the Word Perſon, 8 

the Socinians and Sabellians. bat thoſe Here- 

5 are : With ſome Arguments for and againſt . 
128 


of the Third Not ion of the Word petſon maintained by 
the Catbolick, Hypotheſis, This Hypotheſis conſidered. 
137 


"An Error in explaining it by material Ideas, 138 
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\ 139, Ge. 
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inſuſficient. 141, Sc. 
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on Scripture, but directly contrary to it. -145 
Dr. Warceland' s Reſolution of ſome Difficulties whteing 
t this Hypotheſis inſufficient. 146, Sc. 
* uur attending this Hypotheſis; 150 
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The Author's Apooyy for anl. a wn 


The Cox TE NTS. 
Thic u. nnen 
153. 
G 
count of that Matter. 158, Ge. 
Wee wa + | 
173. 
One Advantage of this s 3s, that all Parties 
will find in it what each contend for, without 
Errors that each oppoſe. 175, 


The ſeveral Hypotheſes 4+ 


A Doubt, whether the Catholick, Hypotheſis be not - 
true Sabellianiſm. 167, &c. 
The Difference between the Author's Explication and the 
Catholick, Hypotheſis only in the Modus, each afſert- 

ing the ſame Doctrine in other- red 5. 168, &c. 


A farther Confirmation of the Author s Hypot 
ing, that if it be but poſſible, all others e, fa falls: > 
171, Ce. 
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is a Doctrine 0 velation only „cis 
from chende e are to farm our Nations 
of Git and: thicheri vie: ate - to go for 
Progß i vg) 26th Rodjons - din noi 
Tis hn allowed Maxim of che Church 
of ZE glaue, that the Sctipture is the Rule 
of Faith land Salvatien 3 and what is not 
read thexgi or cannot be provid. from 
thencę £199 r-1þgirly; and Salvation -45--not 
concern doing; nor ought; it»g0 be: impoſed 
as neceſſary : And therefore if any;Chureh 
ſhould impoſe any Doctrine, that is not 
B | 


read 


; N 2 1 

it poſſible for them to Aer from all the 

Churches of the World. 
Now that every Manimay be a Judge 

of what the Scripture reaches, I will nc 

down theſe ſeveral following Rules, hic 

I ſuppoſe-all Proteſtants will * in. 


RU E. © LET a 
Firſt, Nan can be {aid 9 prov d 


from Scripture, as an Article of kach and 


Salvation, but what is prowd to be cer- 
tain and undeniable; and nothing can be 
faid to be ſo provd from it, but: what is 
either taughr directly, or follows from 


N neceſſary Conſequencſe. 


ow by a neceſſary Conſequenee, 1 
mean ſuch a Connexion of one Propofr- 
tion with another, that by granting of 
One, we grant the Orher: And therefore 
4 Doctrine can then only be ſaid to be 
prov'd certain from Scripture, when there 
is ſuch a Connexion between the Doctrine 
to be provd, and thoſe Texts it is provd 
from, that One cannot vs true without 
ede Ocker 9 


Ani big 


| 
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r ner 


duale aue, * 


. 1 Boo 2 
con ot can be proy cer: 
tain from Does where the Senſe o 
thoſe; Texts, it is prov d from, is not 
certain; and this can 175 be certain, 
when he Texts are fairl Wehe e of ya- 
rious Readings, or of different Explicati- 
onde If Iwo Senſes of a Text be cqual- 

probable, we cannot be ſute which is 
$ True One, and we may in this Caſe 
equally incline to either; and tho there 
may be more Reade for 22 Senſe, than 
the Other, this only makes One more 
probable chan the Other; but this does 
not make it certain. Nothing can make 
it ſo, hut when it is againſt all Reaſon 
and Judgment to explain it any other 
Way: And for the right forming our 
Judgment in this Caſe, I wh take it for 
granted, 


Ru L R III. | 
Thicdly, That the Scripture was writs 
ten for the Ignorant, . as well as the 
Learned; —_ by r muſt be 
ſuppos d Intelli able to All, ſo far as 
the Words * Arguments of it ate 
plain, and familiar, — do not require 

Learning to explain and underſtand t 


or at leaſt ſo far as the Words and Argu- 
| B 2 | ments 


— 
— 


4 The Seripture-Trinity 


ments of it are made known to them: 


This, muſt be true, or the Scripture is 
no Rule to any but the Learned, which 
no Min will be fo abſurd as to àſſert. 
And therefore, when any Thing is du- 
bious in Scripture, and capable of diffe- 
rent Explications, that Explication, which 


is molt Eafy, Natural and Tnt&lfipible, 


beſt agreeing with the uſual Meaning of 
the Words, and'the'uſual Way of Speak- 
ing in Scriptute, and moſt Expteſſive of 
the Argument intended by them, is moſt 
likely to be the True Explication. T 


fee no Reaſon to doubt theſe Propoſiti- 


ons, or to ſuſpect that they will not be 
allowed as juſt and reaſonable Rules in 
this Caſe; which will naturally lead us 
co the True Senſe of Scripture. 
401 1 R U L ER IV. Pb Tale 
Fourthly, For the due Application 'of 
theſe Rules, one great Thing remaining 
is, That we lay aſide all Prejudice and 
Prepoſſeſſion; for otherwiſe the Scripture 
will be no Rule at all, not of any man- 
ner of Uſe or Advantage to us. For 
when our Minds are already taken up 
with Notions, that we have recei vd for 


undoubted Truths, and are taught to 


maintain as Orthodox, what is contrary 
to theſe we muſt conclude to be Falſe; 


which we explain it, and no Senſe! of 


intelligibiy explain di 5) 
ſo that when we come to read the Scrip- 
ture, theſe Notions are the Rules by 


Scripture can be true, but what ſhall a- 
gree with them: And thence it is chat 
all Parties appeal to Scripture, 71 {>, 
by this Means they, muſt all find, . their: 
Notions there, how contrary: ſoever 0 
one another: ins ttt) 
This I take ro becehe. Origin of 41 
thoſe, Differences, thar haue happen d i 
the Chriſtian Church: For every,Serigfy 
or Set of Chriſtians, hath, a Set of Eſta» 
bliſh'd Notions, which every Member of 
it is taught to believe, and the Honour 
and Intereſt of the Safety is engag d to 
maintain, and tis at leaſt Seo and 
Schiſm, if not Beggary and Deſt ſtruct ion. 
to oppoſe them; ſo that unleſs, tis out 
Fortune to be born in a Sgciery,;where, 
their Notions. happen to be True, „tis 
hardly poſſible but ye, muſt be htech np 
in Error, and the Seriptutes be only a 
Means to confirm us in it. 2251 15 
To illuſtrate this; Matter, let. us take 
an Inſtance from the Controverſy of the 
Trinity: Let us, ſuppoſe tis the Doctrine 
of che Church of En ey - ae Mate 
Three Perſons of rinity are T 
Suͤbſiſtences in One 700 the ſame Udi. 
vided Eſſence, Equal in Nature and Op- 


B 3 peration; 


6 The Sexipture-THinity 

peration; and that the Contrary to this 
is Hereſy. And let us ſuppoſe à Perſon 
595 up in this Notion, with an Aſſurance 
Truth, reading the Stripeites : Tf 
old happen to ſee any Thing there, 
38 ie incline him to ſuſpect whether 
they may not be Three Beings; is An- 
ſwer is Ready, Ns; chis carfiot be; the 
hurch calls them Three Subſiſtences, 
Three Beings' is the Herely of Arius: 
Or if he ſhould happen to ſuſpect, or 
have it objected to him, that the Father, 
Son, and "Spire; are not Three Perſons, 
bur One only Perſon, with different 
Names; No, this cannot be, for the 
Church calls them Three, and tb make 
chem but One is the Hereſy of Sabin, 
and Joinus: Or, if he ſhould chance to 
doubt, whether the Son a ar, are 
Rot Inferior tothe Father in Nature, and 
power; No, this cannot be, for the 
Church fays they are Equal, and it van 
be only a Subordination of Order, and 
to ſuppoſe it mote is likewiſe Heteſy; 

and that not only of Arius, but of Tome 
among odr felves, that lie utider very 
odious Names: So chat if any Thing 
eculd de urg'd ia Behalf of theſe Opini- 
ons, it muſt be oppoſed wich Might 


and Main, and implieitly condemn'd as 
Falle, 
This 


. : 2 * 
* 9 „ 8 * * * © — A 7 ' 
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This is che uſual Way of dealing with 


b Scriptute, ſo that it becomes of no man- 
ner of Uſe, as a Rule, when every One 
c ſhall make it a Rule for every Thing, ke 
IT 
e g. this is ity dong to Pre 
. dice in Favour of ſomething we have re- 
Y ceiv'd before; {o if we will come to Scrip- 


ture for Truth, we muſt come with Minds 
free, and diſengag d, and read without 
Biaſs and Partiality, without Regard ro 
Authority, Party, Intereſt 0) ducati- 
on: Tis not indeed neceſſary we ſhould 
deny the Truth of any Thing we have 
been inſtructed in; but in all diſputed 
Points, tis abſolutely neceſſary we ſhould 
at leaſt ſuſpect they may be doubtful. 
The Church is not Infallible, the Fa- 
thers and Councils have err d, and Learn- 
ed Men are every Day miſtaken; nay, 
the very Compilers of our own Church's 
Articles meant ſeveral of them in ſuch 
a Senſe, as few in our Days will Sub- 
ſcribe to, and tis poſſible they may Err 
as much in other Caſes; at leaſt we ought 
to ſuſpect they may, when we ſee they 
are oppoſed by Wiſe and Good Men, 
who can have no End to ſerve by it, but 
Conſcience, and do ir at the Hazard of 
their Reputation and Preferment. 
B 4 Nay, 
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ain it, and b ati whicl 
they ſtand, wi ll fre ie Reg Fo 505 

uſpect them all. Perc if the p fn 9 
x Seriꝑture faden poſt. Ae 10: be. che 


rue One, ti 92 65 nt chat chere. are 


bundance 1 exts, which, e in 
cir, plain and, natural Meaning, do 
h contradict them all: And U 
re, A. ug Fae is. 195 to ſhift 
them off, their Au- 
tliority, or, 97 peng: L e Reading, or 
n them into another Senſe. 
„Thus, f 1 in he ge he Sch Aan, ot 


pothe- 
ſis ft ſuppoſes One Perſon ou che Gol 
head, vis. the dather, an 1 ron 
from thence, that if the, Son; and Holy 
Spirit be God, they mi ape 1 012 
One Perſon the 1 $89 99 5, they 


conceive they gannot be 185 ſuppo- 
3 


ſing them to be only Lo Bak mes of 


the different Manifeſtations c or Operati- 
ons of the Father. And upon this Foot, 


they are forced to ſhift o 1 Fogg Texts, 
that relate to the diſtinct erlonality of 


the Son, and Holy Spitit. 1 


The Arias Hypotheſis [1 ikewile. ſuppo- 
ſes 1 Perſon only, in the Godhead, US. 
; the 


- tutelligebly explain d. 9 
£ ae e being ſtrong 
Fee 1 the hs Perſonality. of che Son, 
WES they |, conelude they 
*. Naxure God, becauſe th 
are note che Father; and upon this, Foot, 
de 5 5 explain away thoſe 


a. -Divigity, of. Effence 
4 cen, va Ne of Power 


ay. . BOS 915 ops Cathalick” Hy 'T 26 


rbanaſign,' or 
* eſis 19 05 80 N pn$pn the 
Mice „an 7 
* all E In e 
rand upon Shis Foot, ae gen foreed to 
| explain away;thoſe Texts, that manifeſ}- 
be ch the 2 r Spigin 
. ee enen and Greared * 
ings. * ae 
le e e Man Ret 
ſon to ſuſpect 8 
hal 


yet ie E in which Ges 155 
5 pepe OE ir plain 
| et Meaning: e iS very 
unlikely that the Goods of God ſhould 
i- have leſt us, in the da ck. in a Doctrine 
t. of ſo great Importance Kis. 7 eaſonable 
7 to Suren 5 maſh th be Lig ht enough 
? in Scripture o g 15 75 .this;, 
, well as all, other de Txuth, in we 


* will but impartially arreng £0, it. 


2 


i OO o nee tit 


2 


ro — 


And therefore if we can but once gain 
chis Point upon our ſelves, barely to ſtf- 
pect che World may be miſtaken, and 
that there may be Nec vet 4 
covert d, and 80 refolve to ſit do 
what che Seripture teaches, Tacs 
Ee n and trying all Things, and tak- 
ing ain Texts in their plain Meaning; 
ruth is à plain and ſimple Thing, 
aud che Scripture a plain, -eafy, intelligi- 
bie Rule; Aalen pet but We ſhall all 
meet rogether in One Ming, and, One 


Wich this Temper 1 hope God will en- 
Able me to purſue che preſet r 
I have undertaken: I came to it cerdly 
with the Traveller's Indifference, not de- 
ſirous the Truth ſhould lic here, or there; 
not do I vainly confide in my own weak 
Abiliries, but 8 the Aſſiſtance of him, 
who is che Spirit of Truth; and as he 
has given us the Scripture for our Guide, 
bo I . — to wont Hoop get it — 4 
me, every Thin Tru 
"And if Ke Reader A8 with the 
fame Difpoſttion, I make no doubt but 
we ſhall travel fafely, thro' the intricate 
Labyrinth of this great Myſtery, till we 
come to as clear an Underſtanding of it, 
as of any other Doctrine of Chriſtianity. 


Fins A 
IAN And 


And that we may proceed in this De- 
Kin with the greater Prodabllity of Sue 
ceſs, I think it proper, as it is a Do- 
ctrine that concetns the Divine Nature, 
in the firſt Plate to eſtabliſn a right No- 
tion of God, and of ſuch other Things 
relating to him as may be requit d in his 
Diſpute, according to the beſt Light 6 
Reaſon, and Scripture ; and from thence 
ro proceed from one Thing to another 
in a regular Train of cettaih Propoſitions, 
till we come to the Point in Queſtion. 
5 7. plea A T hee, 6 God, who 
teucheſt thy faithful People, by ſendi to 
them the Light of thy a tr, ro gram, 
that by "the Afſtance of the ſame Spirit, 
we muy have # right Tudpment te all 
ms, and toermore rejoyte in his Huy 
ort, thyo' the Merits an! Mediation of 
Jeſur Chrift, who, in the Unity of the fan 
Spirit, liveth and reigneth One God, World 
without End. Coll. for Whitſunday, 


ProPOSITION I. of GOD, 


THE Word Gu may be ſaid to be 4 
ambiguous Term, as it is ſomerimes us 

— — proper, ſometimes in an improper, 
When it is ufed in a proper Senſe, it 
denotes that Sublime and Infinite Being, 


Fl Tie Scripture- Frinity 


. | | a — h. and 2 e, 50 inhabits 
l my! as the Na ele it 


Il Va. xlvii. 15. 
Fill 0 12 5 Sublime Being, 1295 5 form 45 
; rent tio 125 accord 55 aste he 1s. 
l ntly conſider d, whether Neideck 8 
. his MN RNs Nature in it e his Wes 
1 Wan. 923 5 to - 
| iN £96 der God, in CE ITY of 1 
111 Internal Nature, we chen meg by.the 
111 Va 2. Self- ker Being 87 
8 it This. is, is, the Natural Nation of Ge 
16 RE low'd when, we diſpute Wit 


; and tis no Credit to any 
be to endeavour to throw it aſide. on- 
17 rſs a Turn; however, I ſhall lay no 
| WY upon the Particle, Se; Hex ence, as 
{ oh on than it ſignifies God's exiſting 


ws own Nature, Which is the Tame 


0 neceflary Exiſtence, Eternity, Inde- 
115 pendency {9 and. the 1.48 ity 1 \ SIRI 
1 or to be Self. exiſtent is to exilt | natu- 
=... ly: and to exiſt naturally, is to exiſt 

| neceſſarily ; and, what exiſts neceſſarily, 
il bc without Cauſe, or Beginning, and 
(ll 72 Conſequence without End, and is 
erefote Independent, and Eternal. So 

th at S, elf. e xiſtence, N. eceſſary E xiſtence, E- 
N rernity; and Independency, ſeem to me to 
— 17 he Words of the ſame Import, and natu- 
WI rally ſuppoſe each other; and to whatſo- 
| | 1 ever 
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ever we aſctibe either of them, to 
ſame we muſt aſcribe chem all. g 
This is tlie True and Natural Not 1 
of God; 12 as all Men are not capabl. 
of Abſtra d Notions, this 18 not the 
general Idea, under d The Song 
expreſs our Aelves; nor does, the Serip- 
ture (which treats with us, not as Phit 


8 ſophers, but in a Way moſt leyel to 


dinary Capaci e gn and ſuc as Pill ch6ft 
aſecr us with 'a of dur Duty and 
Happinels,) e ſpeak of God un- 
der this Idea; I ſa ay "brdinatily, for this 
is ſometimes uſed in Sc gle God: is 
pleasd to deſerihe Himſelf to Moſer 
this Character f SeIf"ex5ftentt, calling 
himſelf, 7 am, Exod in. 14. ald the'ſa 
Thing we know is meant by the Word, 
Jehovah." But Rerkrrbelk k This is not 
the ordinary Way of reptefentin God in 
Scripture, but % 1s generally H OF 
there by ſome External "Relation to his 
Creatures; and as theſe Relations are 
different, ſo accordingly God is different- 
ly ſpoken of, both in Sctiptute, and or- 
inary Sp eech. Eu 0 Ne [ 
The felt, and moſt frequent, and oft 
univerſal Relation that God 18 ſpoken of, 
and repreſented under, is, as the Object 
of our Worſhip, and Service. This is 5 
Notion of God that runs thro the whole 
Scrip- 


14 Hie Scripture · Fxinity 
Scripture: When we are commanded ta, 
have no other Gads but One, this is meant 
of our Worſhiping, and Serving nane but 
bim. And by the Gods of the Heathens, 
di conſtancly meant choſe; Idols, they 
paid. their Adorations to; and when they 
are ſpoken of by the Prophet, as form- 
ing an Idol to worſhip it, they are ſaid 
to nabe a God of u, IIa. xliv. 18, 16. 
And in this Reſpect it is chat the Dev 
is calld he God of the Heathen Horld, 
2. Cor. ix. 2 becauſe he was the Object 
of their Worſhip, and Set vice. 
And when the Word is usd with a Re- 
wu Prepaſition, as y, Yr, or their 
30d, dis moſtly in this Senſe; and if ſpo+ 
ken in Contra: diſtinction, I believe tis 
never otherwiſe. And I may appeal to 
any One, whether, if any of us were to 
ſpeak of the God of the Fews,. or Chri/tts 
„in Oppoſition to the Gods of the 
athens, we ſhould not be underſtood, 
in this Caſe, to mean only the reſpective 
Obiect af each other s Wor e 
Secondly, God is ſometimes conſider d, 
and ſpoken of under another Relation to 
his Creatures, which is, that of a Creator 
Wr.... 
- This I cake ra be the Natural Founda- 
tion of Worſhip, and Service, that the 
Being we worſhip and ſerve is the Sys 
88 thorx 
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intelligiliy ee 16 


thot of all we are, and all we have, and 
the Giver of all Things we ſtand in need 
of, in ordert to our vie And there- 
fore, as the. yt | 
ſers,, before us various Tranſidtions 
of God with his Pogp E | 
Duty and H 27 is ſrequent- 
Nude chis Relation; 
s being the Notion of God, that our 
A2 ad HappineS | is moſt concern- 
Ibis is 2 Prerogative ſo ta 
God, that to be Self. exiſtent, ra be the 
Object of Worſhip, to be the Creator 
and Governour of 29 59 as or 2 
mauy nonymous xpreſſions, by w 
= king or. deſcribe the lame Be- 


E this Relative Notion of God, fome 


Perſons conclude, that the Word God is on- 


ly a Term of Relation, and a Denotation 
of Power and Authority; ſo that if we 
ſhould ſuppoſe this Power and Authari- 
C communicated to a Creature, that 
reature would be truly God. 
Whereas the Godhead conſiſts only in 
Self-exiſtence, and he only is God who 
is Self-exiſtent ; and when we ſpeak of 
God, as our Creator and Governour, we 
always mean by it, when we. come to 
erpfain our ſelves, a Self. exiſtent Being 
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conſidef undet that Re That Re 
rr, 1 5 —— e er 
depending 4 115 "his 8 
n rd 2 8 n 
and therefore his God _ = 
in his Refation 118 
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tion. 

Nettes, O66 a nlp; 
Power, where: ever there is, Power, 
is Godlicad, And by Tonk; dende, | 
muſt 1 1 7 K. Sees 
Gods, às- chere art Ailferen Orders of 


Potentates, each Fe: 4 to 
their DG eb. Pore ig to 
calld Jia 2 5 25 meta- 
Fes or ha enſe, becauſe they, are, in Re- 


= 


0 0 0 fe ne God; 


the or the Saen 75 ri 5 
ture ad becauſe T's 1 
fame Relation of 1 14 8 8 


the true God is to Others ; F hi the oW- 
er of tlie former does nd more make then 
truly Gods, becauſe tlie "are like 94 
in che Relation of 9 than the 
Idols are truly Gods, as b elng in the 
like Relation eee un Wiel the "True rue 
God. O's 1010511 ITÞ 
tt This Nato of Gbdlital" is" the ought 
be "ſufficiently fuppotted by ls 
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intelligibly explain'd. 17 


Texts, wheſe Princes are ſaid to be 
call d Gods,” which is ſuppos d to be up- 


on the Account of their Power, P/al. 


Ixxxii. 6. | | 
But tis very probable thoſe Texts are 


-not ſpoken'of Princes only, nor of them 
as Princes, and that they have no Rela- 


tion to Power at all: Our Saviour quotes 
thoſe Words of the Pſalmiſt, P/al. Ixxxii. 6. 
JI have ſaid, ye are Gods, and explains 
them; and he tells us, that they, of 
whom thoſe Words are ſpoken, are call'd 
Gods, not upon the Account of their 
Power, but becauſe the Word of the Lord 
came unto them, John x. 34. and by Con- 
ſequence they muſt be ſpoken of the Pro- 


phers as well as Judges of Iſrael; who 


tho' they were Governours or Prin- 


ces, yet they are not ſpoken of them 


as in that Relation, but as Perſons 7o 
whom the Word of the Lord came; that is, 
ſuch as were actuated in an extraordinary 


Manner by the Spirit of God, for great 


and extraordinary Purpoſes, as we read 
many of them were: So that they were 
not call'd Gods in reſpect of their Power, 
but as they were the Inſtruments, by 
which God exerted his Divine Operati- 
ons upon thoſe particular Occaſions; ſo 


that they were in that Reſpect really as 


Gods in what they did, whilſt God really 


C acted 
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| acted in, and. by them. And upon this 


Foot our Saviour argues his own Right 
to be call d Gad, as well as They; not 
upon the Account of any Authority he 
was inveſted with, but as he was S$ant7Z:- 
Hd by the Father ; by which Words, he 
means, as we may fee in the following 
Verſes, chat the Father acted in, and by 
him, as the Spirit did in thoſe to whom 
the Mord of the Lord came; ſo that if 
they were call'd Gods upon this Account, 
he had the ſame Right to be call'd fo roo. 
From all this put together, I think, it 
appears, that this Notion of Godhead, 
as conſiſting in Power only, has no Foun- 
dation in Reaſon, or Scripture. ' 

Bur be this as it will, I ſhall make bur 
little Uſe of it any farther than to ex- 
plain my own Notion in this Point, to 
prevent all Suſpicion and Prejudice in the 
Reader. | 


PROPOSITION II. 


Thirdly, Whatever is truly God, that 
is, whatever is Self-exiſtent, is abſolutely 
Perfect. This is what all agree in. Now 
this Perfection of the Divine Nature, we 
ordinarily conceive under different and 
diſtinct Ideas, which we commonly call 
Communicable and Incommunicable 2 

| ures ; 


5 a 3 0 * 9 N 
/ mtellezihly explain d. 19 
butes ; but great Care is to be taken, that 
we rightly apprehend this Matter, for 
great Miſchief has enſud for Want 
er wollen 10] | 19047 

Firſt, then, it is to be obfery'd, That 
when we aſcribe theſe Attributes to God, 
we muſt not conceive, that they are {© 
many Parts of the Divine Nature really 
ſeparable, or diſtin, either from it, or 
one another; but that they are only ſo 
many diſtinct Names we give to the va- 
rious Habitudes and Operations of God, 
in reſpect of different Objects, and they 
are diyverſify d in our Conceptions only, 
and not in him. 

And as the Center of a Circle with 
various Lines drawn from it to the Cir- 
cumference may be confider'd, ſometimes 
as the End of this Line, ſometimes of 
that, and yet is but One common and 
undivided Point; ſo, tho God is conſi- 
der d with various Attributes, as, God 
like; yet he is, at the ſame Time, but 
One Simple, and Indiviſible Principle of 
Action, conſider'd under thoſe different 
Reſpects; and therefore we ſay, whate- 
ver is concciyd to be in God, is God. 
This all Divines univerſally agree in. 
And if fo, | 
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Communicable, we receive any Part of the 


him, may, in a like Manner, tho in a I 
us at all, being ſuch as imply Self-exiſt- 


as communicating either the Whole or 


ally impoſſible, as far as we can appre- 


Simple, Infinite, and Indiviſible Princi- 
ple; ſo it is equally impoſſible to con- 


CoxoLLARY I. 


From hence it will follow, That when 
we ſpeak of Communicable and Incom- 
municable Attributes, we ſpeak very im- 
properly; and we muſt not be underſtood 
in this, as if by theſe Attributes we call 


Deity into us, when they are ſaid to be 
communicated ; but only that God has 
made us of ſuch a like Nature to himſelf, 
that thoſe Ideas, which we aſcribe to 


leſſer Degree, be ſpoken of our ſelves: 
Whereas thoſe other Ideas, which we call 
Incommunicable, can never be ſpoken of 


ence, and” inconſiſtent with the Notion i 
of a Creature. 
And therefore, when we ſpeak of God, 


Part of his Nature, we ſpeak what is re- 


hend: For as the Words hole or Part 
cannot be apply'd to God at all, as a 


ceive, how his Nature can be communi- 
cated at all, unleſs it be by making a 
Creature like himſelf. And tho' we com- 

: monly 


intelligibly explain d. 2 
monly diſtinguiſh his Nature from his Be- 
ing in our Conceptions, yet his Nature 
is his Eſſence, or Being; his very Indi- 
viſible Self; and to communicate his Na- 
ture to another, is to give Himſelf and 
Being to another ; Which no Man can 
conceive poſſible, and I believe no Man 
will aſſert. This therefore muſt be a 
certain Truth, that there tan be no Com- 
munication of the Divine Nature to ano- 
ther, unleſs we underſtand it for Oreati- 
on: And by Conſequence,” ſhould any 
Doctrine be built upon this Suppoſition; 
that the Eſſence of God can be really 
communicated in any other Way than 
this, it muſt be ſo far à Falſe Do- 
Grind it 5d mi ail gold T vito df 


PRO POSITION III. 
All Chriſtians agree there is but One 
God, whether conſider d as a Self. Exiſtent, 
abſolutely Perfect Being, or in the Rela- 
tion of Creator and Governour; and that 
the Jehovah, the God of Yael, is this 
One God. * ; tu S 90 N vete 
Thus the Scripture teaches, as plain as 
poſſible; He who declares himſelf to be, 
1 A M, fays alſo of himſelf, I am the 
Lord thy God, there is None elſe; there is 
no God, beſides me, Tſai. xlv. 5. | 
| | C 3 E. 
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there any beſide me? Tea, there is n 
God, IIai. xliv. 8. 

Before me there was nv God fornid, hor 

be after me, Iſai. Ixil. 10. 

And of the ſame God, who fa ys there 
it no other God befide him, tis not only 
ſaid, that in the Beginning he: created uli 
Things, Gen. i. 1. but that bee alſo ir 
Lord. over Alh Rom. x. 12. Thut berwhoſe 
Name is Jehovah; as alone the noſt High- 
eſt over all the Earth, Pſal. Ixxxili. 18. 
That he is God in Heaven ; that be rakes 
quer all the Kingdoms of the Heathen z 
thut in lis Hum is Power and Might; 
ſo hat None: is able to Weder bem. 
2 Chron. xx. 6. 

The only Thing chat can be queſtiond 
in this Propoſition is, whether the Pow- 
er of Creating and Governing the World, 
is ſo inſeparable from the Godhead, as 
that we may not ſuppoſe it communieable 
to a Creature. 

The Argument in this Caſe is, That 
the World is Finite, and there is no In- 
conſiſtency in ſuppoſing a Finite Agent 
may produce a Finite Effect. And I muſt 
confeſs that barely to Create, as it is 
the Production of a Finite Effect, does 
not ſeem to imply a Power abſolutely 
inoommunicable to a Finite Agent; but as 
it is the higheſt Act of Power that we 

can 
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can conteive poſſible, we have no Fou. 
dation in Reaſon to ſuppbſe, that God wil 
give it to a Cteature. e 
But ſüppoſing ſuch a Power were giv- 
en to a Creature; A Power barely to 
Create, does not imply a Power to Cre- 
ate a World: For ro Create a World, is 
more chan barely working a Finite Effect; 
for it implies in it like w iſè ſuch an immenſe 
Degree of Knowledge, as we cannot ſuꝑ- 


poſe any mere Creature to be indued 
withal. For as every the minuteſt Thin; 
in the Wch f was made for ſome End, 
and if it were made by a wiſe Ment, 
muſt have à Nature ſuited to its End; 
ſo, to Create the World implies. in it 
ſuch a Knowledge, as could comptehend 
the whole Compaſs of the Univerſe ar 
once, having a perfect Idea of all Things, 
with all their ſeveral Ends and Uſes, as 
they are in themſelves, and as they ſtand 
related to one another: And this, tho it 
be a Knowledge of Finite Things, yet it 
is what we cannot reafonably conceive 
a Finite Being is capable of. Fo 
Bur whether a Finite Being be capable 
of this, or not, tis not material, when 
we are ſure that the World was not made 
by any ſuch Finite Being, but by God 
himſelf: For the Scripture not only tells 
us, that In the Beginning God Created the 
C 4 Hea- 
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Heavens, and the Earth, as I have ob- 
ſery d, Gen. i. 1. and that he who made 
all Things is God, Heb. iii. 4. but it is 
repreſented as the diſtinguiſbing Chara- 
cter of the Lord, the True God, by the 
Prophet, that he made the Earth by his 
Power, and eſtabliſhd the World - his 
Wiſdom, and ſtretchd out the 5 4 by 
Fill 15 cretion. Jer. x. 11, 12. 

the Apoſtle condemns the Hea- 
| ig as inexcuſable, that from the Cre- 
ation of the World they did not find out 
an Eternal and All-powerful God; For 
E the Things that are viſible are a plain 
Demonſtration of a Power that made 
them; ſo that Power that made them, 
the Apoſtle thought ſo evident a Token 
and Manifeſtation of an Eternal Godhead, 
that by the Knowledge of One, if they 
had not wilfully ſhut their Eyes, they 
could not but have ſeen the Other, Rom. 
i. 20. Now if the Order and Frame of 
the viſible World is ſo evident a Demon- 
ſtration of an Eternal God that Created 
it, it is by Conſequence as much a De- 
monſtration, that nothing but an Eternal 
God could Create it. 
The ſame Way of Reaſoning will like- 
wiſe hold as to the other Part of the 
Queſtion relating to the Government of 
the World, whether that can be given to 
a Creature, or not, For 


Ir 
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ing. 


from the Beginning, and from Antient 
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For tho it may be ſaid in this Caſe, as 


it was in the other, that the World being 
Finite, the Government of it does not 
require any other Power, or Knowledge, 
than what is Finite; yet this is little to 
the Purpoſe, if it implies; ſuch a Know. 
ledge, as the Scripture, aſſures us God 
Wi 


o 


| nor communicate t9, a, Finite Be- 
] 1 8:03 01616 68 


a none N iet 
No Man can conceive it poſſible for a- 


ny Being to Govern the World, that does 


not know the Hearts of Men, and what 
Things ſhall come to paſs hereafter; and 
yet this is ſo far from being communica» 
ted to any Finite Being, that the Scrip- 
ture tells us, God has reſery'd it as his 
own Prerogati ve. 
J, the Lord, try the Heart, and ſearch 
the Reins, Jer. xvii. 10. Thou, even thou 
alone, knoweſt the Hearts of all the Chil- 
dren of Men, Kings viii. 39. J am God, 
and there is none. ,elſe ; I am God and 
there is none like; me ; declaring the End 


Times, the IIb that are not yet done; 
Iſai. Alvi, i M n l ho 05 
Produce. your Cauſe, ſaith the Lord 
bring forth your ſtrong Reaſons, bring them 
forth, and ſpew, what will happen— and 
declare Things to come ; ſhew us the Things 
that ſhall be hereafter, that wwe may know 
that ye are Gods, Iſai. xli. 22, 23. We 


Rut 
#6 Nr Seriptare-Trinity 
We ſee here in theſe Texts, this Know- 
ledge of furure Things is reſeryd to God 
elf, as the diſting - Mark by 
which: che One True God is to be known 
from thoſe that are no Gods: And ſince 
this is evidently a Knowledge, without 
which the World cannot be Governed 
and yet is what None but the True wor 
has, i tis 7" to a Demonſtration, rhat 
N bit che True God can Goreft| the 
0 
And cherte, 25 1 Faid teste to 50 
dae Governout of the World, and to be 
the One" True God, are Expreſſions. of 
the ſame Force and Meaning in Scrip- 
ture; ant as chefs likewile mutually fup- 
e 1 other, ſo l is Becher 
ot 


| 'ProposITION IV. 


N en is but One God, ſo there is 
— One Object of Worſhip; and this 
One Object of Worſhip, is the One True 


God. 
That God. is to be Worſhip'd, is the 


Yonts of all the World ; infomnch, char 
to be God, and to be the Object of Mor- 
id, we have ſhewn to be 'confertibl 
Terms. Page 14. 


And 


— 


ö imelligibiy ex pla md. 27 
And that God alone is to be Wor- 
flitp'd, the Sctiprure'is as full and plain 
as poſſible. / He wio is the One True 
God. the Lord, the Jehovah, the God 
| of 1} el, fays expresfly we thall hav? to 

other Gods bit him, Exod; xs. 3. that is, 
we” ſtall Wörſhip no other, but him; 
For to make any Thing the Object of 

our Worſhip, and to make to our ſelve 
a God, we have ſhewn to be the fame 
Thing, 1/#. liv. 15. That This is an 
| Honour God teſerves to himſelf, he cells 
us, when ht declares he will not giue his 
Glory to anor her, that is, as is evident 
from the while Context, 1/az xlyili. 11. 
as alſo 1/i. xhi. and particularly from 
che 12th Verſe, 'het would not ſuffer the 
Worſhip to be paid to Idols, which is 
only due to him; and therefore he com- 
mands his People to give Gloty and 
Praiſe to him alone. And to do this to 
any other, is an Iniquity, he ſays, his 
1 will not bear, but ſeverely pu- 
niſh, Exod. xx. 5. And that all this was 
not ſpoken with Relation only to that 

particular Time, or People; bod that tho 
he would not ſuffer this then, hereafter 
it might be otherwiſe ; he expresſly ſays, 
Lai. xliii. 10. Thar chere neither is, nor 
all be, any other God; that is, any o- 
ther Object of Wotſnip, befide him. 
This 


— 
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This was afterwards conſirm d by our 
Bleſſed Saviour, who: fays we muſt Vor- 
Hip the Lord; that is, the God of 1/ra- 
el, and him only muſt we ſerve, Mat. iv. 10. 
And after our Saviour was gone to Hear, 
ven, and was actually in Glory, all Pow- 
er being given him hot Heaven, and 
Earth; yet ſtill we read of no Commiſſi- 
on given to Worſhip any other, but the 
Lord, the God of 1/rgel: Morſoip God, 
fays the Angel in the Revelatzons, Rev. 
Xix. 10.— Xxii. 9. To Worſhip any Thing 
elſe, is directly contrary to the Nature, 
and Deſign, both of the Jewiſh and Chri- 
ſtian Religion, which are Both levell d at 
the Deſtruction of Idolatry ; which, in the 
very Nature of it, conſiſts in Worſhiping 
the Creaturè beſides the Creator; and ſerv- 
ing thoſe for Code, which by, Nature are 
10 n ie 

From all this put together, there can 
be no doubt of the Truth of this Propo- 
ſition, That God only, the God of 1/raet, 
the Lord  Fehovah, is to be Worſſip d. 
But here a Queſtion will ariſe, whe- 
ther there be not an Inferior Worſhip. to 
be paid to Inferior Beings ? wo 

This may be reſolv'd, by conſidering 
what is to be meant by Worſhip. Now, 
by Worſhip, may be underſtood only any 
Act, of either Mind or Body, by which 

- oe 


O + 
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we expreſs out Eſteem, Reſpect, and Ob- 
ligation to another; and, if ſo, when tis 
ſpoken of God in this Senſe, all the In- 
ward Acts of Admiration, Love, Fear, 
Truſt, and all the Outward Acts of Du- 
ty, are all Acts of Worſhip; and a Reli- 
ious Life directed to God's Glory, may 
be call'd, A continud Courſe of Devotion: 
But this is not the Worſhip that is pecu- 
liar to God alone ; this is the Right of all 
Creatures, and a- Natural Duty we owe 
to them, to think of them, and behave 
our ſelves towards them, in ſuch a Man- 
ner, as is naturally due to them, in re- 
ſpect either of the Internal and Inhe- 
rent Excellency of their Nature in them- 
ſelves, or their External Relation to us, 
and the Obligations we have to them. 
But this is not the Notion of Religi- 
ous Worſhip: Which I take to conſiſt whol- 
ly in the Acts of Prayer, and Praiſe; and 
howſoever the ſeveral Parts of Religious 
Worſhip are uſually diſtinguiſh'd, ſuch as 
Confeſſions, Vows, Oaths, Sacrifices, and 
the like, they all will come under one 
or the other of theſe, being all done by 
Way of Application to God, as a Means 
to procure ſome Things we want, or to 
acknowledge ſome Things we have re- 
ceivd from him. 


And 
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And therefore when we fay that Gad 
alone is to be Worſhipd, we muſt mean 
chat he alone is to be the Object of our 
Prayer, and Praiſe; and to Bow down te 
any other in this Way, is to give that 
Glory to another, which. is due only to 
him, Iſai. xlii. 12. and is that very I- 
dolatry, which his Jealouſy will a- 
Zut may we not pray to another, 2s 
our Mediator, to intercede for us? If that 
Mediator be but a Creature, we have no 
Reaſon to think he can hear our Pray- 
ers; but, if he could, we haye no Au- 
thority to pray to him; For if Prayer be 
Religigus Worſhip, we are abſolutely for- 
bidden to pray to any other but God, 
the yery God, the God of 1/7ge!. 
And if fo, from hence we ſee what is 
the proper Foundation of Worſhip, name- 
ly, not Excellency of Nature barely, but 
Dependence : It ſuppoſes, in the very 
Nature of it, that he whom we direct 
our Prayers and Praiſes to, is the Gover- 
nour of the World, the Diſpoſer of us, 
and our Afﬀairs: And therefore, ſince God 
has commanded us to Worſhip him alone, 
and has declard he will not give this 
Honour to another, this alone is a very 
ſtrong Argument, that he alone is the 
Governour of the World. 

Co- 


deb _ 35 
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From al the foregoing Propadicions 
as it will follow, on the one Hand, chat 
whatever is truly and properly 
muſt have che Self. exiſtent Eſſence, Ab- 
ſolute Perfection, the Power, Authority 
and Worſhip of God; ſo Nothing can 
have Either, but he muſt have All, be- 
cauſe they can * only to One. 


PROPOSITION v. 


Fifthly, Tho? there is but One God, 


that is, one Being Self. exiſtent, abſo- 
lutely Perfect, to whom alone Divine 
Power and Worſhip can belong; yet tis 


is evident the Scripture aſcribes the Name 


je- with the Divine Perfections, Power and 
ut Worſhip to more, diſtinguiſh'd under the 
ry Characters of Father, , and Holy Spi- 
ct rt. Thar the Father is the One Being, 
er⸗ the One God, to whom all theſe Things 
us, belong, all Parties allow unanimouſſy; 
od and by Conſequence, if the Son and Ho- 
ie, ly Spirit be call'd God in che ſame Senſe 
his wich the Father, they muſt not only be 
ry All that the Father is, and have All the 
he Power, and Righr to All the Honour thar 

the Father has; but ſince God is One 
o- 8 Being 
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Being, They muſt be the ſame One Be. 
ing which we call the Father. 
Now, that the Son is call'd Gad, and 
tliat too in tlie ſame Senſe with the Fa. 
ther; that he has Divine Perfections a. 
ſeribd to him; that he Created and Go- 
verns the World, and is appointed to be 
Honour d as we Honour the Father, and 
is the ſame One Being with him, is cer · 
tain front W Terde | h 


That the So N is call GOD in th 
ene Senſe with the Fa TER. 


Texts ſpoken of che 


Texts ſpoken of the 
Father. 

Jam the Lord, My Lord, and my 
there is None elſe; God, John xx. 28. 
there is no God, be-. The Word was 
ſides me, Tai. xlv. 5 Gad, John i. 1. 

7. be Mighty God, God manifeſted in 


Tai. x. 21. 

Jam the Firſt, 
and the Laſt, and 
beſides me there is no 
God, Iſai. xliv. 6. 


the Fleſh, 1. Tim. 
iii. 16. 

Thy Throne, 0 
God, Heb. i. 8. 
Over all God Bleſ- 


ſed, &c. Rom. ix. 5. 
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WA W Jchovah our Reghte- 
„ ot avg tt tbh 3 XXI li. 6 
Wa, Yo e IG. I G. 4%1 
e .t 33 NC RE 
COMEDY Lan the Lal, Rev. 
W Led 5 d. . 0 


The Argument from theſe Texs may 
run thus; God: it One Being, beſides 
whom there is no other God : He ho 
lis call d, The Lord, the Mighty God, the 
Firſt, and the Laſt, is that One Being ; 
and this All allow is the Father. And 
ſince. the Son is not only;call'd Goa, the 
Lord, the Mighty Gad, the Fehovah ; but 
is expreſly ſaid to be The Firſt, and the 
Laſt; he muſt be that One Goa, befides 
whom there is no . * ſame 1 
vith dle 1 


That TY Jon N Fe HOW — Divinc 
Attributes ford ro him i fe 
FaTHER.- ſlur or F 


Texts ſpoken of the Texts Hoken of fs 
ather. 4 Jon. 

Thou, even Tun «Erdnew all Men, 
alone, knoweſt the John ii. 24. 

En — Hearts 
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Hearts of all the] Thou knoweſt al 
Chilaren © of Men, Things, John xvi. 30 
1 Kings viii. 39. | Which knoweſt the 
I, the Lord; ſearch\ Hearts of all Men, 
the Heart, and try the Acts i. 24. 
Reins, Jet. xvii zo: Jam he that ſearch- 
The Mighty God, eth the Reins and the 
Tai. x. 21. Heart, Rev. ii. 3. 
erm; „ $041. 7 Mighry God 
Hai. ix. 6. 


Theſe Texts, that are here alledg'd fot 
the Father's Knowledge of the Heart 
and Reins, are ſpoken with 4 particular 
Emphaſis ; by which, as they ſeem to ap- 
propriate: this Privilege to him, as his 
Prerogative, ſo I have before ſhewn how 
God himſelf has declard it to be the 
peculiar Mark, by which the True God is 
to be known, from thoſe that are no 
Gods; and therefore ſince this Divine 
Privilege is here likewiſe. aſctib d to rhe 
Son, as he muſt be the True God in the 
fame Senſe with the Father, ſo ſince God 
is One Being, he muſt be the ſame One 
Being with the Father. : 


ah anun 35 


That: the by N is, the Creator and 
Governor of the World, in the 
_ fame Senſe with the Far HR. 


7. are ſvokeh' of the 
rn 


He who built all 
| Things is God, Heb. 


iii. 1 
ou, eben Thon, 
art Lord alone, Thou 
haſt made the Hea- 
ven, the Heaven 0 
Heavens, "with à 
8 heir Hoſt, the Earth 
and all Things that 
are therein, Ke. Nen. 

ix. 6. . 

In the Be, png 
God created the Heu. 
ven and the Earth, 
— * I. 

0 Kin 5, 
a ; 2 Leas 
I Tim. vi. 15. 

Lord over all, 

Rom. x. 12. 3 


| 


1 


ex 4 of the 


Jon. 


All Things were 
made by him, Joh. 


43. Ny 
By him were all 
Things created : He 
is before all Things, 
and by him all Things 
conſiſt, Col. i. 16, y. 
a T hou 2 bu in 455 
e 
125 5 jon of the 
Earth, ary the Hea- 
wens are the Works of 
thy Hands, Heb. i. 


* — —— 
and King | 
_ XVI. ps 
88 Js 174% al 
Ack. X. 36 
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1/4, &. Rom. ix. 5. 
* The 


2 


36 Nhe Soripture· Frinity 

The Argument from theſ eſe Texts 
chis; if 5 Pe made and governs" if 
Things is God, ant this nt is the Fa- 
thor 35 Men, ſince the Son is ſaicl eben ;Hpve 


made and to govern the World, 
be the ene God I Farher is, TIP 


ner . 
That the ſamo Worſhip is le to 
ße S0 . N, a toſthe FPArux K. 


Text, ſpoken of the] deer een of che 


Ties felt hauen «KY E bg 
10, other Gads ay bin, Luke xxiv. 25. 
nue, Rx. R. N \ Let. 125 the An- 
\.1; Thos \ ſhalt. wer eels of God n 
hi. the Lord, thy\him, Heb. i. 6 
God, and þ him. only That 0 "Men 
ſhale cham Jerve, Mas. fhou'd , honour '' the 
iv. 10 Jen, as. they, honour 

Thou ſhalt 1% the Father, * oh. v. 
bow "down to them, 23. Fifi 
nor worſhip; them, | ono 
(ſpeakeng, of , CI 
rures, ) Exod. xx. | iP LT 


i \ 


- . | . AY £ \ \ 


The ern m theſe TINY, is 
this ; if we are to have no other God but 
the Father, and byjalone is to be wor- 


1 . ſhip d, 


vine p Zy 
ſhip'd, ſince we are likewiſe commanded 
to worſhip 17 Song ;and(ionour him!ds 
we 15 ongur che Father, Ne yo * be 
the fa Fa * 


me God with the at 


That ahs Ho ux 8 15,epſe- 
lented as G Oh, ee 
by natural Gonſequeriee) S Evi- 
dent, - Aud 'that"r59, in the" Fans 


Seife With, the F. AF HER) wk 


We To tajd © be ihe 7 7545 
80 ie \ths Temp 1 th Fe 
tram * 505 6 

rp he 7. he Hol 2 bop pa ame 
thing 259 0 God, A & v. 3x 4% % 
175 60 14 7 Goll is the dame as 


to WH rs 1 5 mri w yay 27 be 


K 
hy Fon 175 165 8 bo by 


| gotten.by. : 

But ; TA 4 70 4 24 ＋ « 
the New 7 1 lg Af! Fron the 
8 Dead by. Cl "wy; J tho, in. 5 
Kh he is laid. 7% be pick 225 by. 47 


0 By which 1 it tharithe iri 

esche game! Sik "hs © ane bec, . KG 
; 24, 75 Jun iii. 0h Ni. > Frail. II, 
11 Fel. M. e fen e is = wg 1 
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3 8 The Seri pr uwo-Trinity 


That the Dies Autituſl'” aro 
aſcribd to the Horr rr air 
in Scripture | 


He is call q the Eiern Yin, Hebe is is, 
A is ſaid: to Know the Mind vf God, 
as perfectly as lars: knows his own 
Mind, and 7o {earch al Things, even the 
4 Thing s AS, Cor. it 10, 11. 
He i 14 is 2525 to be Truth, that is, Truth it 
ſelf,” Jab. v. 6. and to be the Tnſpirer of 
the Prophers in the Knowledge of "Things 
ro come; and thence is call'd the Prophe- 
tick” Spirit, 2 Pet. i. 2. Joel ii 28. - OMP. 
Act. LS 1h 
I do not find in "Scripture, that the Ink 

rit is any where ditectly, or indirect 
calfd the Crearor and Governor of the 
World, as the Father and Son are; not 
is there any dire” Command or. Exain: 
ple for putting up Prayers ot Praiſe to 
to him particularly; but yet ſince he is, 
as has been ſhewn, One God with the Fa- 
ther, he muſt be, as we have ſaid befors, 
all chat the Father is; that is, he muſt 
have all the Perfections, all the Autho- 
rity, and Dominion, and muſt have a 
Right to all the Honour 1 Worſhip, 
that the Father has. (P. 31. From 


- untelligihly-expldin'd. 99 

From all chefe Things put together, 1 
chink this Propoſition | ſuſficicnthyizus vd, 
that Father Son and Holy Spi „ 
in che ſame Senſe, and are as God but 
One and the Same Being. And if ſo, 
from hence 1 will draw this ym On 
W . Ad ai HIGH 


e nge 
1 1 


Conor LA K III. 


That fo God. is «Qui; Being, One 
Simple, and Indiviſible Principle, as has 
been ſnewn; and if all theſe Three are 


of but One God, in the ſame Senſe, and in 
85 the ſame Reſpect, they muſt all Three 
bo. be bur One-Self-exiſtent, abſolutely Per- 


ſect Being, the ſame Simple Individual 
Principle, che ſame Creator and Gover- 
nour of the World, the ſame; Object of 
Worſhip: They ad All have but one 
4 9 one Will, one Glory, one 
Power and Operation; and what is 
ſpoken or underſtood of either, is e- 


jt qually to be ſpoken or underſtood of 
is, All; and whatever either of them 
ar knows, wills ex docs,” is, the ſame they 


All are, know, will and do: And as 
they are All as God but one Being, none 
is afore ox after another, none is great- 


know, will, or do more than another, 


D 4 nor 


er or leſs than another; none can e.. 


Minh fer 


6 "7 rt . r * # 
40 The geripture · Trinity 
nor be, know, will, of actin Subjection 
to another. Nenne 07 9 21117. 1 
This muſt be A ales model ſup- 
— an Indiviſible Principle divided in 
it ſelf, one part being whar che other is 
not,; and doing what — nor; 
which is abſurd. ulld. 
This is what I ſuppoſe no Man will 
deny; aatt as far as this is allow'd for 
Truth, whatever Hypotheſis is can 
to this, muſt bo ſalſe. But vn ; 


rat 28404 101% £:04)t das tg NEC 

\ProvostTION VI. b v8. 

e, tis n 1H oi 9 

Silly, How much ever we e con- 
elbe the Father, Son and Spirit One; 
yet the Scripture plainly repreſents them 
as diſtinct; and chat not only in Name, 
but in Reality So that che Father is not 
the Son, not the Son the Spirit, nor the 
Spirit the Father or 8on. And tho' the 
Father is God, the Son God, and the 
Holy Spirit God; yet ny: are ne 
Gods, but One God. 

- Now to underſtand has this: is, is * 
Difliculry. For if God be but One in- 
diviſible Being, how are they Three 
and under what Idea muſt we ſpeak of 
them? And if they are n. or how 
are they One 20 3 


\ 


Theſe 


Theſe Two great Queſlions we will 


= endeavour to plain; and Firſt; How: 
p- chis One Being can be ſaid to be Three, 
in and under what Notion we hate ti di- 
18 ſtinguiſh them ui dict zanige ban noc. 


The Catholick Chureh has univerſally 
agreed, by the current Conſent! of many 
Ages, to call them Three Perſons j hut 
we are ſtill under doubt as dd the Mean: 
ing of that Word. By Perſum in its ha- 
tutal Ute: and Meaningy is underſtood 
an intelligent: Subſtance or Being j but 
this is not allow d to he the Meaniag of 
it here. In this Diſpute, tis ſaid to be 
only a Term-of Art, and mot usd in its 
proper and natural Significition; and 
therefore wel mſt takę its Meaning from 
the Senſe rhut is us d by Diviats . But 

00 21a ine, Tandem 


5 464 4) Moc Nele ow etods io nom 
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. ee eee meer ie 1 
* : WR "tk © Of gt El * e 
he * This Word came in Uſe in Opt % the: Sa- 


Nr * tbe Fr recriv d 
the Doctrine of the Trinity without | 

the Notion of, Three Modes 5 Na e Ton fo 
up, the Church' was- obliged to fix Jome Word to 
expreſs their Doctrine by: Upon this they agreed upon 
the Word Hypoſtalis, which ſignifies operty Subſtance 
or Being, But becauſe Three Hypoſtaſes in this Senſe of 
the Word, was thought to imply Thite Godt, this began 
a Diſpute about this Term, which way afternard reſolved 
in a Council on purpoſe, to ſignify in this Caſe, not" a 
diſtint and ſeparate Being or Subſtance, but feht 
more than a Name; that is, ſomething Real and Sub- 
ſtanti al, 


42. He Scripture · Trinity 
to ſet aſide all Diſputes of this Nature, 
all Parties agree in its Meaning ſo far, 
that they uſe it only as a Denotation of 
that Diſtinction there is between Father, 
Son and Spirit; and if we can ſettle: a 
Juſt. Idea of chis Diſtinction, we have 
then a juſt Idea of the Word Perſon. 
Here then the Queſtion will be, wha 
this Diſtinction is, Whether it be Eſſen- 
tial, or Modal; that is, whether theſe 
Three be Three . Three Modes 
of Being? Onc of they muſt be. 
For we can «conceive nothing in the 
World but as a Being, or a Mode of Be- 
ing. If we take the former, and ſup- 
poſe the Father, Son and Spirit to be 
Three diſtinct „chen Perſon is aps 
plied in its natura Senſe for Three Inz 
telligent Subſtances ; which is the Opi 
nion of thoſe we call Arians. If we take 
rhe latter, "by Three Perſons we muſt 
meas. anly;T ee Modes. 
This latter is the common Notion of 
Dirines, and accordingly Biſhop Stilling- 
feet expreſly, ſays, T . can 1 no "The 


n d it 2 4 


w _ 
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ſhantial, which we call a Subſiſtence. But the Latin 
Church not ſatisfied with this Word Hypoſtaſis, becauſe 
they knew no other, Meaning of it but that of Won 
or na they W in the Word Perſona. 


ſlinckion 
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7 intelligibly explain d. 43 
ſlinction conceiv d in the Divine Eſſence. 
but by different Modes of Subſiſtence 

If theſe three Modes of \Subfiſtence 
be ronſidet d only as external Relations 
of God to his Creatures; then by Per 
ſons muſt be meant only Modes of 
Operation; and Three Perſons are only 


Three Nantes: which is called Sabolliauiſin 


But if they are confider'd,” as in the 
Diyine Eſſener in it ſelf, they ate then 
Three Internal and Eſſential Relations of 
the Deity to it ſelf. This I take to be 
the Notion of thoſe we call Orthodox, 
which for Diſtinction I will call the Ca- 
tholick or Athanaſian Opinion. And as 
theſe Relations are commonly call d 
Three Subſiſtences, ſo this is what moy 
veau by: Ebree Perſons. wo, 

Here then are Three Notions ſer be: 
fore us; one of Three Beings, anothet 
of Three Operations, à Third of Three 
Subſiſtences. And our next Buſineſs is 
to inquire, Which of theſe is moſt a 
able to Reaſon and Scripture. : They are 
neither of them the expreſs Doctrine of 
God, but only the — of Men. 
All chat the Scripture teaches _—_ is, 
That there is but One 1 4 that 


4 0 4 1861 a wed 
4 — 


* Diſc. Vind. Pref. p. 16. 
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God requires of him“ Anddas the Sovlp. 
xure is allowid to be the Rule of Orc 


＋ Son and Spirit are God; und 
he that believes this, believes all that 


thodoxy, he wbo believes this is truly 
Orthodox; tho he believe nne of theſe 
Explications. But as tis natural to in- 
quire, how chis can be; and ſome ute 
bold to ſay it cannot be, Dibines have 
thought: themſelves concerned to ſhe 
the poſſibility: of it. and for that: Pur. 
poſe: have found” out various Explies: 
tions 3 Nich according las they are moe 
or Ioſs generally teceid d, anꝗ approve; 
ſo they have been either impbsd, t 
eondemm deut ain non deen 
But hom much ſoerer any 'Opinion 
may be condemn d, id is not rheref6re 
neceſlarily-falſe';; nor does, on the other 
hand, the Reception of an Doctrine 
more certainly proveuit traut, Wel are 
not to form our Faith by the Opinions 
of others, but by their Agreement with 
Seripture : And that ever ne may Be 
able: to fotmꝭ a right A andi ſt 
his Faich upon a ration Foundation? 
will fairly examine theſe Three ſeverdl 
Explieatiotis according ito the! Rules f 
Scripture, and leave every one to judge 
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Firſt, 
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- Firſt; Let us-canſider, [the Notiou of 
the Three Perſons, as having Three dis 
ſtinct Beings; and hat account we cad 
give of the Trimty this ij. 
If Being and Perſon be: fppaſed- the 
ſame Thing; then, ſince werhave already 
proved, and tis allow'd by. alli that by 
God is meant One Being, One Simple 
and Indi viſible Principle; it will follow, 
that this One ſimple Being can be onν 
One Perſon. And ſince it has been like- 
wiſe proved, and is not denied by any, 
that Father Son and Spirit are as God 
all but One and the Same Being, hav- 
ing One Knowledge, Will, Glory, Power; 
and Operation; it will follow, according 
to this Hypotheſis, that they are all as 
God but One and che lame Perſon. And 
if fo; 17. 460%: $5 574-7 STAIR s "S017 
Hoy can they be:ThrobiBeits'? And 
yet the Scripture-plaihlyreprefents/rhem 
ſo, if having a diſtinct Nature with di- 
ſtinct Knowledgs and Will in a State 
of Inferiority and Imperfectiom, and 
ng dependent in Power, and divided 
in CI be Tokens uf diſtinct Be · 
ings. And, oo rift ex un ovagt 
Firſt, The. Son is repteſented as infe⸗ 
rior to the Father in Knowledge ; in 
that he is ſaid: not to know the Day of 
e mt And. that theſe Words ate 
* 


e 
» 4 


| — a diſtinct Will from the Farther, 


iptu Trinity 
rior — — had, by which he was 
higher than the Angels, is more than 
probable; being ſpoken in a Climax, 
aſcendi from the Leſſer to the Greater: 
No on ;/ fays he, the Day, not 
the Angelr, — but the Father, 
Mat. xxiv. 36. Here is an evident Gra- 
dation of Knowledge. Now no one 
pretends che Son was higher in Nature, 
and Knowledge, than the Angels, but 
only in reſpect of the Logos chat was 
in him: And therefore, as theſe Words 
muſt be underſtood as fpoken of him, 
in relation to the Lagor; ſo the Lagos 
muſt by Conſequence be underſtood 
be inferior to the Father in Knowledge 
Secondly, The Son is repteſented a 


even before He came from Heaven's in 
that He is ſaid to be ſent from” Heaven, 


Not to do hir gion Will, but the Wil a 


Hir Father, * — John vi. F 
iv. 
„The San ay 


Thi repreſented! a 
inferior: do the Father in Glory aud 
Power, and is ſaid to be ſent away from 
the Father, and from the Glory he had 
with Him before the World was; und 
he, as the Perſon that was once in 
_ with the Father, prays to 

Fat 1 
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imellgibly explain d. 47 
Farher, that he may be admitted to that 
Glory again, John Xvii. 5 * intimating 
thereby, that his being admitted to this 
Glory again, depended intirely on his 
Fathers Ibo Pleafure.' Tis no Anſwer 
to this, that theſe Words were ſpoken 

by the Son, as Man; for he {peaks 
here, as I have ſaid, as the Perſon that 
had been ia Glory, which, according to 
the common Hypotheſis, his nee 
had never been. 

Fourthly, The Spirit 10 ſaid: to . 
cede with the Father, Nom viii. 34. And 
as this interceding implies a diſtinct and 
ſeparate Being and Operation from the 
Father, whom he intercedes with, the 

Spirit doing what is impoſſible to be 
done by the Father; ſo does ix likewiſe 
imply an Inferiority ro, and a Depen- 
dance on, the Father for the Things — 
intercedes ſorrt. £4 935 4 

Fiſthly, The Son nd Spirir are an 
along repreſented in Scripture, as acting 


in Subordination and Subjection to the 


Father, as His Agents, Inſtruments and 
Miniſters, as appears not only through- 
out the Old Teſtamenr, but even their 
being ſent implies as much; beeauſe as 
it — Inferiority in its own Na- 
ture, ſo in the New Teſtament it con- 


Na ſignies a being ſent wich Auto- 
rity 


* Th 
. * . 5 


48 Vu Scriptuse: Frinity 
rity and Commiſſions Nay, the Son is 
not only ſaid to be ſent from Heaven hy 
the Father, but to -have rcgνονε,,zt Cum. 

mandment from the Tas hen wht he ſouls 
4s, and what he ſhould: ſptako John xvii 
16.— xiig49 50. All Which implies a 
Subjection to the Father, even before 
he was ſent 1 as likewiſe a Diſtinction 
in Being from Him, otherwiſe it "_ 
impoſſible he could be ſen ke 0 

From the Holy Spirit pr Ori forty 
the. Father, and his anterceding. with the 
Father, Biſhop. Pearſon\ dtuaws an invins 
cible Argument for the diſtin Perſonali- 
ty of the Spirit ſrom the Father; becauſe 
he is ſuid to do that Which is incompat. 
ble with the Father . And by the very 
ſame it undeniably; appears, 
that he is a, diſtinct Being from the Fa- 
ther; becauſe we have — chap 
he were the ſame Being, what is ſpokea 
of Either muſt be ſpoken of Boch: But 
by theſe Inſtances we ſee, chat What is 
ſpoken of the Spirit cannot be ſpaken 
of the Father. So that tho we could 
evade all the Texts relating to the in- 
ſeriority and Dependance of the Son; 
yer it neal; berco no manner of NW. 


"HO \£ To 36. | 418. 07 71 


— ” » ? 
5 , &. > & * ; , g q Y. 4 2. 
| b 24-6 44 BS * p . I Ae. 15 $5? 13 ITE! 1 


ou. ren 


— 2 


„ -a wn OA = = mm +  & . e 


poſe, 


re eee eee eee e 


— . -4 
- -, 


imelligibiy expluin d 49 
poſe, unleſs we could likewiſe ſniſt off 
choſe, that (evidently demonſtrate the 
dependent and inferior Natute of che 


Spirit - which if they Are a Proof that 


he is a diſtinct Perſon „Axe eq ually a 
Proof * — 2825 
Sixthly, The Scripture plainly repre- 
ſents the Fathet, Son and Spirit, as di- 
vided in on, and 5 ſepa rate- 
ly and diſtinctiy: For the Son is not 
only ent from Huben, and leaves" the 
he had with the Father q and tlie 
irit ſaid tu be ſent by the Father, an 


and 
the Son 3 * and not 0 /} any 75 
but what he receiues, Ml ery 13, 14. 
Bur the Son is ſaid to be Tncarnate; 
and not the Father or Spirit: The TO 
deſcends in the Shape of 's Dove, ai 
che Father ſpeaks fron Heaven : "All 
which demonſtrates, beyond reaſonable 
Contradiction, a real Diviſion or Sepa- 
ration in theit very Beings, and a ſepa- 
rate and diſtindt Operation One being 
where the Other is not, and doing what 
the Other does not. All this is ſo abun- 
dantly evident from Scripture, that no- 
thing can be cleatet proved. Andd if ſo, 
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69 The Seciptare- Trinity 


11 — us with Trithaiſin: And this plain. 


+ appeal ta ane Man Whether theſe are 
the plain PBkens af diſtinct Beings: 
5 no, bow is it poſſible te. deſetibe dh 
act Beingg: and what othet way could 
criptuse haye taken te ſhow - they 
. rde. Beings, chan chis ? 
This is ſo plain and natural au Inker. 


| puetation of the; Seripturet that: T be 


licye ho Man evtr did, nd no) Man can 
read ene but he hag ia Nati 
gf; theſe. ſepatatg Beings en his Min 
. Bad wa get been taught to thinks 
WIWile, would have been impoſſible 
— ve. fallen. into asyf ether -Notien, 
wuld, a. Pagans: or a: Turk, chat knows 
nghing af Chuſtianit, and reads wink 
F- Bias, be: ſnewn Tha ft vetab Texts 
Appeal, g any Mang coin mos Sem, 
Whether- he, Noch not think: thay; wWoull 
conclude, that theſe Words muſt relate 
ten Three ſeveral: Beings. This is rie 
fe that the Turi univerſally - rake 
em in, and upon this, Account: they: 


{hews us, that this, is; the natutal and 
abyious Explication, and - therefore ar- 
cording to our foregoing Rule, (. 40 
(if we have no ſufficient Reaſon to the 


F to * 


grad this is the moſt likely to 
be the True ene: . And-if it be not fo, 
how can we think che Scripturo to de 
written 
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as naturally 175 0 e Bey 
that w bich ee ews,. BY 
Matera 120 Ys other Caſe * 
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wt e 70 be, 1920 ue cannot for 
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win 15, 17 "Tin 1 Jl 
em Ducks 15 the Jon aſiſbis org: 

ther in the Furl ; the Father 3 1770 fo 

Orders, and the On exteuting them: Na v. 

when they calt them Two Subſtances doing, 
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Two 7 bigs, Two Powers, Tua . 
does; not this plainly” repreſent di 
Beings ? „ Whether, they thought 55 ſo 

or not, is not material; I will, take it 
for granted is did not: But if rh 


did n 7050 this 4 50 0 hey, could 

not thi cak of them, 

his 5 No 1 5 An d 4 likewiſe bn On 

in, Wy 1 2 % ordinary Diſcou es, 
Rue ae as 1 75 between 


at rhe Fall, entrin Ine 
W 


for their Redemp- 
fon in his Pee State: Andiafter 

180 i We. my Deſi gn, and aſcended 
N 95 the 


oration. 12 00 er Bang en 

han this 7. And would not In 
caſoh, phat xeads theſe Expreſ 
10 ima INC that” We thought them ſo, 

ut o only that we declare the contrary? 
and, by, the ſame } Reaſon, when we read 

c like, and much nger Expreſſions 
in Seripture; if the cee be not to 
be underſtood in its plain, and natural, 
obvious Meaning, we ought. to hape 
ſome Reaſon for it; we either ought | to 
have ſome plain Declaration to the con- 
trary, or it ought to be proved inconſi- 
ſtenr with Reaſon, or ans as; plain 

exts; 
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Texts; but nothing of this kind appears. 
The common Reaſon alledged againſt, it 
is, Thar Thtee Beings will infer Three 
Gods; But if T ſhall make it appear, that 
this does not follow, and that there is 
little more wanting roexplain theTrinity, 
and make this as intelligible as any other 
Doctrine, but only to rake the Scripture 
Account of it, and ſuppoſe the Three 
Perſons, what the Scripture plainly repre- 
ſents them, Three diſtinct Beings ; I be- 
lieve there are none will diſpute this 
point. This I will <ndeavour to ſhew 


hereafter; and upon that Proſpect, I will 
at proentſuppoe hi Propoſition grant- 
ed, That the Father,” Son and Spirit are 
Three diſtin Beings. And as the ſame 
Texts that prove them Three Beings, do 
likewiſe prove the Son and Spirit to be 
infetior to, and dependent on the Father 
by the ſame Reaſon we muſt conclude 
they are not only. Three Beings, but 
that the Son and Spirit are inferior and 
dependent, and therefore created Beings. 

Thus far I think the Caſe is plain. 
This Propofition, That the Three Per- 
ſons are diſtint? Beings, and the Son and 
Spirit created 1 0 is the grear Article 
of the Arian Hereſy, properly ſo called, 
as it was the Doctrine of Arius himſelf: 
What other Poſitions he is charged with 
E 3 are 
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ſition; where 1 have prov 
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are chiefly Branch from this Foot ty ot 
rhis. Propo ſition iu thet Words. 

'Let 55 the 98 2070 be Prej Ws is 4 
gag! it upon this account, bye conſider 
whether it Nees not a 1 ts ro by a Seti 
ture Truth; and if fo, he need not 12 
afraid to aſſent to it, becauſe tis branded 
with an ill Name. The 4rians held it in 
another Senſe than Ido, and drew Con- 
ſequences from it that 1 deny; However 

dangetous it may appear 
I mY already. Kr the ting 5 and 
Poiſon out of it in the fore r po- 
81 oj Fo: 
Spirit to be 55 in the ſame 0 With 
the Father: And t but 50 "WE 2 
1775 his Judgment awhile, | 
Iſſue of the abe e MM it, 18 
appear to deſetve the Cenſure, ft it not 
have the Name only, 2 but the Portion, of 
Hereſy. 
e he has 4 much greater -Hif. | 
ficulry to attend to than this: For, if. it 
be, as it is aſſerted, and appears to 
2 Scripture Trorh, That Father, Sen and 
Boy are diſtinct Beings, and the Som an 
prit inferiour, 10 Tent, 400 created 
einge; hete are Two Propoſitions, de- 
livered in Scripture, directly Fara 
roty | the One to * a 
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In the A wet e we hay 
ſhewn, 5. "Coro 
Farher, 856 0 99 5 i Oe an, 
ſible Being; Warts ery a 


to be Thee diſtiact Bein, 
Nature and Operation. n. the fe 
we have ſhewni che 5 a : 
the Three, in. Knowledge 
power, and Opetativh, * pl 39⁰ 
we have proved the Theqt 
riority of che Son and — 00 1 
cher in AI: % 0h (R 
How to recuntile This i Kc 
T hey muſt be ors Toes becauſe: e they 
are Both Serif ure; Pres chop» 
theſis that denies; br de ſlent wich 
either, muſt be Falſe, „ ſb' that only Fan 
be True that ag 668! With Both. 
To acebunt r this on one land, ite 
common Methôd is to explaih * the 


Inferiority, b oving tlie EKqu 
and on he Giger Harck 5 throw off 
Equality, by proving the en 75 
one aſſerting only an Equality of Demi. 
nion, the other only an Inferiority bf 
Ordet. Botli ſpeak the Truth; but not 
the whole Truth. All allow they Are 
Equal in Dominion; but yet they afe 
evidently more than this, for Having the 
ſme incommunicable Name, Attributes, 
and Worſhip, they are Equal in Eſſenee 
E 4 too: 
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too. On the other hand, all allow the 
Son and Spirit inferior in Order; but 
they are likewiſe more than this, for theit 
having diſtinct and ſeparate Beings, with 
dine Knowledge, Will, Power, and 
Operations, and acting in the Name, 
AY: by the Authority of the- Father, as 
ents and Miniſters, is an evident 
Tolen of their Inferiority of Nature. 
For tho a delegated Power does not 
prove an Infeioi of Nature in Man, 
yet it neceſſarily does this in God, be- 
_ Nature and: Power are: the ſame! in 
This is che Dilficulry 8 as troubles 
Mankind and ec if we will but judge 
rtially, — 5 not be biaſs d by Pre- 
judice and Prepoſſeſſion, the Truth lies 
obviouſly before us: For if the Son and 
Spirit are plainly proy d to be God, one 

- Eflence. with the Father, and thorefme 
Equal in Nature to the Father; and. if 
at the ſame time they are Both proved 
to be Unequal, and Inferior in Nature 
to the Father; ſince both theſe Propoſi- 
tions are alike true, and yet cannot be 
true in the ſame Reſpect pect, and _— 
muſt be ſo. in a different Reſpect ; this 
plainly demonſtrates to us, that the Son 
and Spirit muſt have Two Natures., In 
ect of enn of theſe * 
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Father: in reſpect of the other, they 
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Both Equal to, and One Being with ine 


are diſtinct, and Both inferior to him. It 
is not co vable how che two contrary 
Propoſitions can be true in any other 
way but this; and if this! be ttue, ad it 
pears to be, then that Hy potheſis that 
beſt agrees with this, is the moſt kel 
to be the ttue Hy 18. 
If this Argument is not ſufficiently 
elear, it may be ſumm d up in theſe few 
Words: If it be true, as we have pro- 
ved, (. 39.) and is not denied by thoſe 
chat call themſelves Orthodox, that the 
Father, Son and Spirit are as God but 
One Indiviſible Being, and by conſe- 
quence cannot act ſeparately ; but hat- 
ever is done by One, is done by All it 
will follow neceſſarily, chat ſince here are 
ſeveral Things ſpoken af the Son and 
Spirit, which cannot poſſibly be ſpoken 
of the Father, either the Son and Spi- 
rit are not One God, One Indiviſihle 
Being with the Father, or elſe they muſt 
have an inferior Nature wich theic God 
head, to which theſe Operations muſt 
belong g. I do not fee how — 
avoid, ties And if ſo, then 
The next thing that offers to be in- 
quir d into is, hat this ſeparate and in- 
ferior Nature of the Son and Spirit ph 
an 
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ant} whether the * ſays bing 
— 1119 5109 * 1 1 9 16h} 
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| There is no room for doubt, 
— at if che Son and Spirit have a 
Nature: diſtin from and inferior to the 
Father, they are not in that reſpe& God; 
becauſe God is One Being, One indivi- 
ſible Principle oſ Action; ad as there 
is no Medium between God and a Crea. 
ture, we muſt noceſſarily conceive the 
Son and Spirit, in teſpoct of their infe- 
riot Nature, Creatures. The Scripture 
tells us, they had a diſtinct Being a 
before the World: The Spirit of 
moved upon the? Face of the Waters 10 
the Creation, Cen. i. And the Son, as 
— — or Mord is ſaid to have been 
God in the Beginning, and to have 
had Glory with him before the World 
waz, Jahn i. 1. — Xvii. 5. They are 
Both ſpoken of in theſe Words, as di- 
ſtinct from the Father; and if in reſpect 
of their diſtinct Nature they were Crea- 
rures; they: muſt have been created be- 
fore the World. And as the Son is like- 
wiſe ſaid” to be the Firſt-born of every 
Creature, he muſt be che m cranted 


T his 


_— 


This i ig a — * ſomo 
may ſtartle at, becauſe they have been 
taught to think otherwiſe 3 but no Man 
need be afraid of Truth, for: fear of its 
Conſequences; all, Truths will and muſt 
coincide: Ang ifi cheſe two Propoſitions 
be allowed, that Father, Son and Spirit 
are Three diſtin Beings; and that tho 
they are all One Being in reſpect of their 
Godbead, yet the Son and Spirit have an 
inferior created Natute, diflin@from their 
Godhead; both which ate abundantly 
proyed ; * all Difficulties: in this Contro- 
verſy will ſoon give way. 

Let us now ſee What the — Na- 
ture of theſe Two Beings was. 

As for the particular created Nacure of 
the Spirit, nothing is ſaid in Scriprureg 
all that we can conceive of him is, that 
he is an intellectual Subſtance or Mind 
and conſidering;the: Relation he bears to 
God, as his Agent and Miniſter, as he is 
far hows all other Beings, bur the Son, 
in Dignity, ſo probably he muſt de in 
Perfection too 

But for the — Ne of bbs 
we have more Light: We have alread 
ſhewn, he was ereated before the World 
and as all allow he had but two — 
the Divine and Humane, ſince the Divino 
Nature could not be created, his creared 


Nature 
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Natute that he had before the World, 
muſt be his Humane Nature; and fine 
he could not exiſt in his Humane Nature 
before he had a Body, but in his Ratio. 
nal Soul, twill follow, that his Soul muſt 
have cee Body,” and wk 
created. before the World. 

There is no Difficulty in coed 
this; for as a Soul is a ſpiritual Subſtance 
tis as certain it may exiſt before its 
Union with the Body, as we all allow it 


. does:afrer its Separation from the Body; 
ſo chat ite is nor impoſſible but it ma he 


ſo. But if we examine tlie Scripturè we 
ſhall find it muſt be 16; becauſe there are 
ſeveral Things ſpoken of him before he 


Was born, that can rationaliy belong oni | 
to his Humane Nature-''' For, 


- Firſt; The Son is ſaid to have con 
dbunt/ from: Heaven, and that not in 2 
met 


aphhrical, but ſtrict and literal Senſe, 


as really and truly as he Aſcended thi- 


cher. His Aſcent, which is real, is ſet 
in oppoſition to, and is made an Argu- 
ment of, his Deſcent; and the very Per- 
ſon that Aſernded is ſhid'to be the very 
ſame that Deſcended, -'Epheſ. iv. 9, 10. 
In which Words, as it is implied that he 
as really and truly Deſcended, as he Af: 
cended ; ſo does it likewiſe imply that 
e a 9 capable of a real De- 
8 {cent ; 


4 5. ©. Cur 
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have left the Glory, as I have before ob- 


. inteBigibly explain di 6 


ſcent ; which could not be the: Divine 


Nature, becauſe that is neceſſarily every 
where, and cannot be truly and ſtrictiy 
ſaid to be more in one Place that ano» 
ther ; and therefore it muſt be ſpoken uf 
the Hymato, Nam. —— — 


— euer a: WY 110 Unt 5 — 

Now if by che Son of Man is nadee- 
ſtood; the Humane Nature, it is plain to 
Demonſtration, that the Humaae Nature 
was in Heaven before it came down. up- 
on the Earth; and by Con 
when our Saviour is ſaid to kaye deſeend- 
ed, it muſt have relation to his Humane 
Nature, and therefote to his Soul, that 
being the only Humane Nate: de had 
before he came upon the Eartbu. 

Again, — The Son is cd to 


ſerved, x: 46.) Which he had withithe 
Father, fore the Horld was And he 


prays 
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to his Father, trat — be 30. 
— his Gloty again 7 A n 
In Which a it i DAN —— N50 bah 
then the Glo whith he had' be the 
World Was, io tis btirdy imp 
ne could ſpeak this Of himſelf, int rel. 
uon v0 le Diviniky. For if he fubfiſt 
in the\Rfſerice of the Father, as is cdi. 
monly ſaid, it is impoſſible; in the Nature 
of Things, ro ſuppoſe he could: leave the 
Farhorat- all, becauſe that muſt ſuppoſe 
= Diwilibihiry's* But mach leſs can it be 
aich that he eould benny Glory, Pri. 
vilepe, 26d Happineſs chax he ever 

| I is God, 
notoiſty Abſolutely Perfect, but is eve 
where, and — the lame; the muy 
manual y' plorious, perfect; and happ 
Being ſrem all Eternity ' paſt, withdl 
amy pombafiry of being more or” fs, 
bettet or worſe, to all Eternity to code 
This therefore muſt be-ſpoken of his Hu. 
mane Nature, or Soul.” 

ak of Eternit 


Note, Wer here 
peu only' 75 


pat and to come, 
the Manner of Men.] 

I might here repeat all the Arguments 
alteady utged to prove the Inferiority of 
the Son, as an Argument equally firong 
in chis Caſe, it being impoſſible the) 
can be be of him, but in * — 


his Human Nature, in whick alone he 
was inferior to the Father. Nowm-.ͤ 

As it appears, I think, feom All this; 
chat che: Son had an Exiſtente, as Man 
before he Was bern even before cho 
World ſa tis wery probable that! tis 
upan this account, when ſpok en of as in 
his Pre · exiſting State, he iscby St. Jahn 
N tlie Lagos, ori Neuf: For bx 
Geog or Reaſon, I conceive we: ares 

ſtand chat Rational Principle 
which was aſterw ard united to iy 
of ' Chriſt, as: his Soul. 2400) \ 108. 

We our ſelves, in aur on Lan pune 
frequently uſe the Word Neaſon for /the 
Rational Soul: And as the Word is aps 
plied ra Chriſt, he is called the Reafon 
by way of Emphaſis, or Excellence: 
Either, 1g, As he was indued with the 
bigheſt Degree of Wiſdom and Knows 
ledge 2828 Creature is — — of z fo 
28 to expreſs Image 0 Deum 
Perfection, aud the Bnightmsſs of his fa. 
ther's Glory. Or, 241z;;A8he:was; created 
to actuate a Body, by the Union of 
which to him he 3 2 H 


mane Soul. 
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For whether chere be an/ Difference in 


the Nature of Spirits — lar 
tween 


Angels and Souls, we c tell; 
Bud ger as che. Order of 7: Spi- 
tits are called / Angels; a e 
having their Name given chem from che 
= 
F are ' in; Were 
au Order of Senne fox apart by God to 
animare Bodies; il they Aera Henin 
baye their Nane:from cheit- Uſe and Em- 
n be properly cal. 
Apt, Lagoi; that is, Reaſons, Ra. 
tional Priheiples r Souls. 
_ therefore ſince the rational and 
ſpiritual Natute of Chriſt: Was appointed 
reanimate u Body, he might be very fly 
called the Lagos, or Reaſon, by way of 
Extellencehonbt only as he was the molt 
Perfect and mol Erültel of all Spitits in 
hümſelſ, but alſo ias he was the moſt e- 
minent of all Humane Souls. And as in 
this reſpect he may be ſaid. to be Man 
before he was born, ſo by the ſame Rea- 
fon he may be called, by way of Antici- 
pation, the San.of Man, even before he 
was born. 

This Notion, as it is agrecable. to the 
liceral Meaning of the Word A., Lo. 
gos, Which all allow ſignifies Reaſon, 3s 
well as Word; ſo it concurs with the 

107 7 general 
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general Deſign of the Evangeliſt in wri- 
ting his Goſpel, as well as the particular 
Senſe of the Context. - | 1 42 6 

If we conſider the Deſign of the Evan- 
geliſt in writing his Goſpel, antient Wri- 
ters tell us, That he not only did it at 
the Requeſt of the Biſhops of Aſia a- 
gainſt Cermthus, and the Hereſy of the 
Ehbionites, who held that Jeſus Chriſt 
was mere Man ; but alſo having read and 
approved the Three focmer Goſpels, he 
wrote this to ſupply what was wanting 
in them. And therefore, 

As they began their Hiſtories of Chriſt 
with an Account only of his Bodily Na- 
ture, and ſhew us how he was generated 
by God himſelf, and for that Reaſon was 
truly the Son of God; ſo St Fohn be- 
gins his with an Account of his Ratio- 
nal Nature: And as the great Queſtion 
was, Whether he had a Being before the 
Body, and what that Being was? So the 


| Evangeliſt reſolves this Matter, That his 


Birth or Generation was not the Begin- 
ning of his Being, but that he had a 
Being before the World was, and that he 
Exiſted in his Rational Soul, (which he 
here calls the Logos or Reaſon) in the 
Beginning with God. And as in reſpect of 
his Bodily Nature, he was truly the Son 
of God; ſo in his Rational Natute, or 

- F Soul, 
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Soul, he was not only with God in the 
Beginning, but he was God. 

And to aſſure us of this, he tells us, 
he made all Things; and as he was the 


Author of Being to all Things that are, 
ſo he was the Author of Life to al 
Things living, and of Light and Know. 
ledge to all reaſonable Creatures, ver. 4 
And as he enlightens every one that 
comes into the World, by giving them : 
Principle of Reaſon, called in Scripture, 
The Candle of the Lord * ; fo when the 
World fell into Darkneſs and Ignorance, 
he came to be a Light to them by his 
Doctrine and Example; and for this pur- 
poſe he was made Fleſh. 

'Tis worth our Obſervation, chat he 
is here faid to be made Fleſh; and tis 
no ſmall Confirmation of rhe Probabiliry 
of this Opinion we are arguing for. For 
when the Evangeliſt had before been 
ſpeaking of the Humane Nature of 
Chriſt exiſting in the Reaſonable Soul, 
twould not have been proper to have 
ſaid his Rational Soul was made Man; 
becauſe the Soul is the very Eſſence of 
Man: and therefore, as Chriſt exiſted in 
the Logos, his Rational Soul, he was 


4 
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See. 
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* Prov. XX. 17. < 
len- 
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eſſentially Man before he had a Body; 
but by his being made Fleſh, was very 
aptly and critically expreſs d his becom - 
ing Man in both Natures; ſo that as he 
had the Soul before, he now aſſumed the 
Bod. | . 

This ſeems to be a rational Explica- 
tion of this Matter; and from all this 
put together, I think we may with great 
probability conclude, That as the Son 
was a created Being, exiſting before all 
Worlds, ſo he exiſted in his Rational 
Soul, and that the Logos was that Ra- 
tional Soul : For this being a Senſe of 
the Logos that agrees with the narural 
Meaning of the Word, with the Drift 
of the whole Context, and the general 
Deſign of the Book, and that too with- 
out Force or artful Cxiticiſm; this is 

according to our general Rule (p. 4.) 
very likely to be * true Senſe, unleſs 
it ſhall appear to be attended with inſu- 


perable Difficulties,” and thoſe too more 


and greater than other Explications. 

As for Difficulties, I am not ſenſible 
of any; and for other Explications we 
will next conſider them, how far they 
are more eaſy and probable than this. 

Some there are that take the Logos to 
ſignify the Internal Reaſon, or Wiſdom 
of God, as if it were nothing more than 
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an Attribute of the Father, (and there. 
fore without any real, diſtinct, and pro- 
per Being, as we have ſhewn, Prop. 2. 
but in our Conceptions only;) this is 
the Notion of the Sabellians and Socinians, 
who differ indeed in Name, but little in 
Reality. But this is contrary, as ſhall 
be ſhewn hereafter, ro the Scope of the 
whole New Teſtament, inconſiſtent with 
che gencral Deſign of the Evangeliſt, 
and rhe particular Drift of the whole 
Context; where the Logos is plainly 
ſpoken of as a Perſon with God, and a 
Perſon rhat made the World, and after- 
wards was made Fleſh to work out our 
Redemption: ſo that this has not the 
leaſt ſhadow of Probability. | 
Others take the Logos to ſignify not 
the Humane Soul, but a Divine Being 
united to the Soul and Body of our Sa- 
viour, created from all Eternity by the 
Father. But this ſeems to me to imply 
a Contradiction in the Terms, as aſſert- 
ing an Eternal Creature: For tho tis 
certain, as they argue, there is no Point 
of Eternity, wherein God might not 
have created any Thing, or every Thing; 
yet this does not imply, that any Thing 
created can be Eternal. For to create is 
to give Being to That which before that 
Creation had no Being; and whatev 
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is ſo created, has by Conſequence a Be- 
ginning, and therefore is not Eternal; 
becauſe to be Eternal, is to Exiſt with- 
out Beginning. | 

Others take the Logos to ſignify a Di- 
vine Perſon; not Created, but Generated 
from all Eternity in the Divine Eſlence. 
This is the Norion that is generally re- 
ceived ; but the Queſtion is, How does 
this appear? Is ir becauſe he is ſaid to 
be God, and yet to be with God? Then 
ſince we have already ſhewn that God is 
One Indiviſible Being, how can this be 
underſtood, but that he muſt be Himſelf, 
and with Himſelf 2 And if we conſider 
this Logos as a diſtinct Perſon from the 
Father, and yet but One Tndivitble Be- 
ing with the Father, ( befides that this 
is altogether inconceivable) how can this 
conſiſt with His being made Fleſh, and 
not the Father; and how can he come 
down from Heaven te be our Redeemer, 
and not the Father? And yer this is what 
all aſſert: And whether this be a more caſy 


and probable Explication, I leave every: 


reaſonable: Man to judge. Whorcas, if 
the Logos be underſtgod in its natural 
Meaning for Reaſon, and that this Rea- 
ſon was the Soul of Chriſt, which after- 
wards was made Fleſh, here is no Diffi. 
culty to account for his being with God 

F } in 
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in the Beginning, if we can but ſhew 


how he was God; and this is what we 
are next to inquire after. 


Here I queition not but the Readers 


Thoughts are full of religious Indigna- 
tion and Abhorrence of the Hereſy and 
Contradiction that he finds in the Re- 
view of theſe ſeveral Propoſitions; for 
in theſe he ſees Three diſtin Perſons, 
Father, Son and Spirit, maintained to be 
Three diſtin Beings, each of them 
God, and yet not Three Gods, but One 
God ; that is, One Being. Here are 
Three Beings allow'd, as God, to be 
Self-exiſtent and Abſolutely Perfect, and 
yet Two of them Creatures, dependent 
in Nature and Operation, and therefore 
Imperfect. Here are Three Beings al- 
lowed to create and govern the World, 
Two of them Creatures, and yet but 
One Creator and Governour. Here are 
Three Objects of Worſhip, Two of them 
Creatures, and yet but One Object of 
Worſhip. Theſe are all ſtrange Contra- 


dictions in Appearance, and are urg- 


ed by Dr. M aterland, * as inſuperab 
Objections, which he deſpairs of ever 
ſeeing anſwered; and yet I hope to 
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convince him there is nothing more in- 
telligible, if he'U ſtick to Scripture, than 
that cheſe Three Beings, tho Two of 
them Creatures, are All One God ; and, 
as God, One Being, One Indiviſible 
Principle of Action, Self-exiſtenr, Inde- 
pendent, abſolutely Perfect, One Crea- 
tor and Governour of the World, One 
ſimple Object of Worſhip. All this they 
are, if they are truly God, as has been 

ſhewn (Prop, 3, 4.) but how this can be 
is the Queſtion. 19258 5 
That the Father is all this, no Man de- 
nies; and as God is but One Being, that 
the Father is that One Being is and can 
as little be denied. | 
The Scripture - confirms this to us, 
when it ſays, That to Chriſtians there is 
but One God the Father : And in ano- 
ther place, that he is the only True God, 
| 0 Cor. vi ii. 6. Epheſ. iv. 6. 1 The,. i. 9. 
ahn xvii. 3. 2 Cor. i. 3. Epheſ. i. 3.) 
And therefore when the Name of God 
is taken abſolutely, tis univerſally a- 
greed, both by Ancients and Moderns, 
that it is always to be meant of God the 
Father, as the One only Self-exiſtent Be- 
ing: * This likewiſe I ſuppoſe no one 


— 
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* See many Authorities for this in Dr. Clarke's 
Scripture Doctrine, p. 246 #9 263. 3 
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will deny: For no one aſſerts the Son and 
Spirit to be Self exiſtent. 

And if the Father is the only God, 
then there can be no other God but the 


Father; and by Conſequence, if the Son 


and Spirit be God, it muſt be by the Fa- 
ther's Godhead; that is, as hey and the 

aead, are 
One; that is, One and the Same Indivi- 


ſible Being. 


This likewiſe J ſuppoſe no Man will 
deny: For as all allow, that the Son and 
Spirit have their Eſſence from the Fa- 
ther, who is the One only Self- exiſtent 
Undivided Being; ſo tis the ancient Opi- 
nion, as Biſhop Pearſon exprefly ſays, 


e that the Unity of the Godhead in the 


Three Perſons, conſiſts in the Union 
aof the Son and Spirit with the Father, 
* and they are ſaid to be One God with 
« Him, becauſe from Him, (that is, 1 
& ſuppoſe, He means becauſe their Divine 
2 40 ence is deriued from Him) who is 
« One, and ſo the Union of them *.” 
And tho' tis true, the Reverend Prelate 
ſuppoſes the Son and Spirit to be One 
with the Father, in a quite different Man- 


ner from what I ſhall hereafter prove 


— 


F Pearſon on the Creed, p. 40. 
. them 


intelligibly explain d. 73 


them to be; yet this makes no difference 
in the Notion, that they are God by the 
Father's Godhead, and that He is the 
Union of them. This Notion is like- 
wiſe confirm d by Biſhop Bull, who ſays 
that © the Father is rightly ſtiled the 
« Whole, as he 1s the Fountain of Divi- 
« nity : For the Divinity which is in the 
« Son and the Holy Ghoſt is the Fa- 
« ther's, becauſe ir is derived from the 
« Father. 5 

The Subſtance of what theſe great 
Prelates aſſert is, in one Word, this, vis. 


That the Son and Spirit have no Divini- 


ty but what they have from the Father ; 
they are not in their diſtin and proper 
Perſons Self-Exiſtent, and therefore not 
God in that Senſe ; but they nevertheleſs 
have the ſame Self-exiſtent Eſſence with 
the Father, by their Union with Him. 
Tis of very great Conſequence to un- 
derſtand and expreſs this rightly ; and 
lay more particular Streſs upon theſe 
great Mens Names, as being known, and 
famous not only for their Learning, but 
their Orthodoxy, not to give any Au- 
thority to the Argument, but only to 
prevent any Suſpicion of Novglty in 


et, 


* 
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what is here aſſerted; that they who are 


ignorant of this Diſpute, may not be a. 


fraid to aſſent to plain Truths, but may 
go on with better Courage and Satisfac- 
tion, when they have no Suſpicion of the 
Ground they ſtand upon. 

Now then if this be the allowed Doc- 
trine of the Church of Chriſt, as it is 
evidently of Chriſt himſelf, that the Son 
and Spirit are God, only by being united 
wich the Father, and having his God- 
head: So far we are all agreed. And if 
we can ſhew how this may be, that is, 
how the Son and Spirit, tho Creatures, 
can be ſo united with the Father, as to 
have his Godhead, and become One with 
Him, then the Myſtery is out, and we 
can eaſily underſtand how theſe Three 
Beings are One God, and as God One 


Indiviſible, Self-exiſtent, abſoletely Per- 


fect Being, One Creator and Governout, 
One ſimple Object of Worſhip. 

Now there are but Three ways con- 
ccivable for this. Either ir muſt be, Firſt, 
by a Participation of the Father's Eſſence: 
But this cannot be, becauſe this would 
imply a Piviſion of that Eſſence, which 
is Indiviſible, and each would have a 
Part only of the Eſſence, which has no 
Parts, (as has been ſhewn, Prop. 2. 


p. 19.) 


Or 
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Or, Secondly, it muſt be, as others | 
lay, by Communication. By this Term 
is commonly underſtood by thoſe that i 
uſe it, a beſtowing or giving the Whole 
Eſſence ; and the Son and Spirit are ſaid 
to be One with and from the Father, as 
receiving the whole Divine Eſſence by 
Communication from him. Bur this is as 
far from Truth as the former. For (be- 
8 ſides that it is altogether Unintelligible 
how the Son and Spirit ſhall be iflint 
from the Father, and yer all Three di- 
ſtinctly have the whole Indiviſible Eſ- 
ſence, without ſuppoſing them Three 
Co-ordinate Gods) we have already 
ſhewn (Prop. 2. p. 20.) that the Word 
Whole cannot properly be ſpoken of 
God, any more than Part. And when 
we ſpeak of communicating his Eſſence, 
we muſt take his Eſſence to. ſignify thoſe 
perfections which we aſcribe to him un- 
der the Notion of Attributes, which are 
2 a way of Thinking in our ſelves, 
and not real Diſtinctions in God; and if 
ſo, we can mean no more by it, but his 
making a Being of like Perfections with 
himſelf: And tis in this Senſe proba- 
bly, that the Son is ſaid in Scripture 
to be the Tmage of the Inviſible God, 
the Brightneſs of his Glory, the expreſs 
Image of his Perſon, Col. i. 15. Heb. i. 3. 
| Bur 
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But till, I fay, this is only making a 
Creature like himſelf; this is not a Com- 
munication of his Eſſence; if it were, 
we muſt ſuppoſe his Eſſence diſtinct from 
his Being, whereas his Eſſence is his very 


Self-exiſtence: And tho' we ſpeak of 6 
him under the common Genſus of Being, V 
which we likewiſe apply to Creatures, WM o 
yer that ſpecifick Difference, by which Wl 7x, 


he is diſtinguiſh'd from all other Beings, WM \ 
is, that he is of Himſelf; that he Exiſts 
of his own. Nature, without Cauſe or 
Beginning. And by conſequence, to ſup- 
poſe God to give or beſtow his Eſſence 


0 another, is to ſuppoſe him to give Sell. 
e 6A which is a Contra- 
e 
The Eſſence of God therefore cannot 
be communicated, , either in, Whole or 
Part; and by conſequence, the, Son and 
Spirit muſt have the Father's Godhead 


fome other Way. Now, this I conceive 


to be, at Mu eie Þ 10 9 

© "Thirdly, By a Perſonal Union of the 
Father with them; that is, according to 
the beſt Idea I can form of it, by the 
Father's acting in and by chem, and 
making them the Inftruments of his Di- 
vine Operations, in ſo cloſe and intimate 
A Manner, as ta become One with Them, 
fo as that Each may be called God. 


w* 
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This is a Myſtery we ſhould never 
have thought on, had it not been reveal- 
ed ro us. But it is not hatd ro conceive, 


that Two diſtin Beings may be ſo uni- 


ted as to become One, and that a Creature 
may be God by virtue of ſuch an Union. 
We have an Inſtance of the Former in 
our ſelves ; and as we are made after the 
Image of God, this may ſerve in ſome 
Meaſure to bring down this great My- 
ſtery to our Apprehenſions. 

We are made up of Two Natures, as 
different as Two Subſtances can poſſibly 
be, and yet chey are ſo united as to be- 
come One Perſon or Man; and tho they 
each retain their diſtin Natures and 
Properties, yet there is ſuch a Depen- 
dance of One upon the Other, and One 
Nature is ſo actuated by the Other, that 
there is a Communication of Names and 


Operations; ſo that what is ſpoken of 


Either, is ſpoken of Both. 5 
And tho? by this Union of Soul and 
Body, the Soul does not impart-its Na- 
ture to the Body, but the Body is onl 
Body ſtill; and rho' we may itinguiſh 
the Operations of One from the Other, 
and what is the proper Act of the Body 
and what of the Mind; yet by being 
united in One Perſon, what is done by 
either Body or Mind, is ſaid ro be done 
by the Man. And 
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And if this Actuation of the Body, by 
the ſuperior Principle, the Soul, be 2 
proper Union, as all allow; then if we 
ſuppoſe the like Actuation of the Son 
and Spirit by the Father, as this muſt 
likewiſe be a proper Union of them with 
the Father, ſo by this Union they arc 
One God with Him; and whatever is 
done by Either, by virtue of this Union, 
or Actuation, may be ſaid to be done by 
God, rho? they each retain their own 
proper and diſtin Natures. 

And as it is the Rational Soul only, 
that makes the Man, and the Body is 
only the Inſtrument of the Soul, by 
which it manifeſts its Operations, ad 
extra, and is not properly Man, but 
as it is united to, and actuated by the 
Soul; ſo the Son and Spirit are not in 
their own diſtinct Perſons and Nature 
God, but by the Father's Godhead ; and 
as they arc the Inſtruments, by which 
the Father manifeſts. himſelf to the 
World, ſo they are calld God by their 
intimate. Connexion to, and Union with 
and Actuation by the Father, as the 
Body is call d Man by its Union with 
the Soul. 1 
And if it were poſſible to ſuppoſe one 
indiviſible Soul actuating Three diſtindt 
Bodies, as of Peter, James and 7 
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cho each of theſe might be calld Man, 
as having a Body and a Soul, yet nei- 
ther would be a diſtint Man from the 
other; becauſe tho each has a diſtinct 
Body, yet he has not a diſtinct Soul, 
but the ſame Indiviſible Principle actu- 
ates them all; and as they are all but 
One Eſſence in reſpect of their Soul, ſo 
if this Soul could be ſuppos d Eternal, 
they would be all Three, in reſpect of 
their One Eſſence, equally Eternal, and 
yet not Three Eternals, but One Eter- 
nal. 

So by the ſame Reaſon, and the fame 
Manner, we may eaſily conceive how 
the Son and Spirit, tho diſtinct Beings, 
whilſt under the Actuation of the Father, 
may each be called God, and yet not 
each be a diſtinct God: Tho' they have 
a diſtinct Nature of their own, yet as to 
their Godhead, they are but One, hav- 
ing but One and the ſame Indiviſible 
Principle, the Father, united to, and 
actuating them Both. 

And as this Principle is an Eternal Sub- 
ſtance, or Eſſence, as they are in reſpect 
of their Divinity One Subſtance, Co- 
eſſential, ſo they are in reſpect of the 
ſame Divinity, 1 and Coequal. 


Thus we ſee this Myſtery very livelily 
illuſtrated, and this Illuſtration is al- 
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low'd to be juſt by the Athanaſian Creed 
which expreſsly ſays, that as the Soul 
and Body make One Man, ſo God and 
Man make One Chriſt. And tis not un. 
reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that in reſpecł of 
this Reſemblance, it may be underſtood, 
that Man was made after the Image of 
God. hen 

According to this Notion of the Per 
ſonal Union of the Father with the Son 
and Spirit, as God is an Immenſe Being, 
he might no doubt have acted in and 
by as many others of his Creatures, as 
he had thought fit, in the ſame Manner; 
and if he had pleas'd to have done fo, 

they would all have the ſame Title to 

Divinity, that theſe Tw have; and why 
| God was pleas'd to make Uſe of no more 
of them in this Manner, we can give no 
more Account, than we can why he 
ſhould make uſe of any. We muſt take 
Chriſtianity as we find it; and ſince we 
have ſufficient Evidence of its Authority, 
we are not to call God to our Bar, to 
give us a Reaſon of his Diſpenſations to- 
wards us, but to ſit down ſatisfied with 
what he has revealed. The Divinity of 
the Son and Holy Spirit we are ſure of; 
and that their Divinity conſiſts in an 
Union with the Father, we ſee by this 
Illuſtration is very probable, and intelli- 


gible, 
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gible. Every Man's Reaſon may appre- 
hend it may be ſo; and if we look into 
Scripture with impartiality, we ſhall Ka 
no Reaſon to doubt that it is, and mu 
be ſo. ; A e tat ev, 
That a Creature may be God by an 
Union with the Deity, the Scripture aſ- 
ſures us by an Inſtance in the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus; he, tho' a Creature, as Man, is 
repreſented as God, , One God with the 
Father; and no Man that believes his 
Divinity, will deny that the Reaſon why 
he, tho' Man, is called God, is becauſe 
he had the Godhead dwelling in him ; 
that is, intimarely united to, and acting 
in and by his Humanity. Whether this 
Godhead that dwelt in him was the Son 
or the Father, is all one; if the Union 
of the Godhead to a Creature is ſufficient, 
according to Scripture, to denominate a 
Creature truly God, as no Man will de- 
ny bur in this Caſe it was *; this 1 
that 
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See Pearſon on the Creed, p. 188. His Words 
are very remarkable and pertinent to the Point in 
Hand. If we conſider, ſays he, the intimate Con- 
junction of the Divine and Humane Nature, and 
* their Union in the Perſon of the Son, we may un- 


* derſtand how by this, thoſe Attributes, which pro- 


; perly belong unto the One, are given to the O- 
. ther, and that upon a very 8 Reaſon; For be- 
> ing 
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chat J aim at by it, and this is all that! 
have to prove. What this Godhead tha 
dwelt in him was, whether the Son ot 
the Father, is another Queſtion. And, 

In anſwer to this we may obſerve, that 
the Godhead, which dwelt in him, muſt 
be, either the Logos, who is called the 
Second Perſon ; or, the Father, the Fiſt, 
This no Body, I believe, will deny. The 
Logos, 1 have ſhewn, p. 59 to 70. was 
nor the Godhead, but the Rational Soul 
only; and there is not one Text that 1 
Know of, to prove it otherwiſe : And by 


—— —— 


ing the ſame individual Perſon, is by Conjunction 
of the Nature of God, and the Nature of Man, 
really and truly both God and Man; it neceſſa- 
rily follows, that it is true to ſay, God 5s Man; 
and as true, A Man is God: Becauſe in this Pat. 
ticular, he which is Man is God, and He which 
is God, is Man. Again, Being by Reaſon of the 
Incarnation it is proper to ſay, God is Man; it 
follows unavoidably, Thar whatſoever neceſſarily 
belongs to the Humane Nature, may be ſpoken of 
God; otherwiſe there would be a Man, to whom 
the Nature of Man does not belong; which is a 
Contradiction. And being by virtue of the ſame 
| Incarnation, ir is alſo proper to ſay, 4 Mans 
God; by the ſame Neceſſity, of Conſequence, we 
muſt acknowledge, Thar all the Eſſential Attributes 
of the Divine Nature may be truly ſpoken of that 
Man; otherwiſe there would be One truly and 
properly God, ro whom the Nature of God does 
not belong; which is a clear Repugnancy, Ge. 
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conſequence, the Indwelling of this Lo- 
gos in him, was not an Union of the 
Godhead to him; and he was not God 
upon this account: The Godhead there- 
fore that dwelt in him, muſt be the Fa- 
ther, who is called the Firſt Perſon. 

This the Scripture confirms as plainly 
as poſſible, in Words not capable of rea- 
ſonable Objection. All thoſe Arguments 
that have been already alledged to prove 
the Son, in reſpect of his Godhead, One 
Indiviſible Being with the Father, are ſo 
many Arguments in this Caſe: For, ac- 
cording to this Hypotheſis, Being and 
Perſon are the ſame Thing. But ſetting 
aſide this, we have Authority ſufficient 
our Saviour expresſly ſays, That the Fa- 
ther that ſent him, was with him, John 
viii. 28, 29. Nay, that the Father was 
in him, John xiv. 11. Nay, he particu- 
larly ſays, that the Father dwelt in him, 
John xiv. 10. And as we all muſt al- 
low, that what our Saviour taught, he 
received from the Godhead that dwelt in 
him; and the Works that he did, he did 
by the ſame Godhead : So he himſelf 
expresſly ſays, that ir was the Father that 
taught him, the ſame that ſent him, John 
vüi. 28, 29. That he does not do, or 
ſpeak, any thing of himſelf, but what he 
receives from the Father; and the Works 
5 that 
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that he does, are the Works of the Father; 
The Father, ſays he, that dwells in ne, 
he does the Works, John xiv. 109. * © - 

Theſe are all ſuch plain and poſitive 
Texts, that if theſe can be explained a- 
way, we muſt deſpair of ever knowing 
any thing certainly by Words ; and if 
they are of any Force, then 'tis undenia- 
bly certain that our Saviour's Godhead, 
according to the Scripture, conſiſted in 
the intimate Union of the Father to his 
Humanity; by which, tho' a Creature, 
he was truly God, as the Body is truly 
Man by its Union with the Soul. 
And accordingly when 'tis ſaid, that 
the Word was with God, ( wegs Oed 
and was God, it may be a Queſtion, 
whether his being with God may not be 
intended to denore this Union from 
whence his Godhead aroſe, But whe- 
ther ir be or not, if the Logos or Word 
was, as we have ſhewn, only the Ratio- 
nal Soul of Chriſt, he could be truly 
God no otherwiſe than by virtue of this 
Union. h 

And if this be rrue of the Son, we 
mult conceive it alike true of the Spirit: 
For as the Spirit is a diſtin Being, we 
may as eaſily conceive that the Father 
may be likewiſe united to him, and act 


in and by him, as we allow and * 
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he was and did in and by Jeſus Chriſt. 
And that it was ſo, we have this unde- 
niable Argument; that the Scripture 
plainly ſays, and 'tis allow'd on all hands, 
that Jeſus Chriſt was the Son of God the 
Father, (the Firſt Perſon, who is there- 

fore called the Father by way of Excel- 
lence) by being Begotren by rhe Holy 
Ghoſt : Which evidently proves, that the 
Godhead of the Holy Ghoſt was the ve- 
ry Perſon of the Father, acting in and 
by him (the Holy Ghoſt ) in that won- 
derful Operation. | 
The obvious Difficulty that attends all 
this, which will probably be objected to 
it by weak Minds, is, that ſince the Son 
was God only by the Godhead of the Fa- 
ther dwelling in him, and acting in and 
by him; and ſince the Spirit is God in 
the ſame manner with the Son; how is 
this conceivable 2 The Spirit is not ſup- 
poſed to have a Body, nor the Logos, 
before it was made Fleſh; and how can 
the Godhead be ſaid to dwell in them: 
For a Spirit to dwell in a Body is intel- 
ligible ; but for a Spirit to dwell in a 
Spirit, and to act in a Spirit, as his In- 
ſtrument, is what we cannot apprehend. 
And tis no wonder we cannot, becauſe 
when we ſpeak of a Spirit we know not 
hat it is; we know that there are ſuch 
G 3 Beings, 
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Beings, and that they are not material 
Subſtances, bur we know no farther ; 
And tis no juſt Objection againſt this 
Notion, when it appears to be true, 
that we do not underſtand the Nature of 
Spirits, nor the Manner how they act, or 
are acted on. E 

But however, there is little Argument 
to be drawn from the Word, Delling; 
Tis a metaphorical and alluſive Expreſ- 
ſion; and tho' it is intended to fet forth 
to us the Divine Preſence in and with 
Chriſt, yet it is not to be underſtood as 
if the Godhead were confined to, or in- 
cloſed in his Body, which is impoſſible; 
but as our Dwelling is the Place of our 


conſtant Reſidence, ſo when the God- 


head is ſaid to dwell in Chriſt, it is 
meant not only that he ated in him, 
but that he did it continually ; not once 
or twice, or now and then, but for 4 
conſtancy; taking up, as it were, his A- 
bode with him. And as God is faid to 
dwell in Heaven, by reaſon of that great- 
er, more conſtant and more eminent Ma- 
nifeſtation of his Wiſdom, Goodneſs and 
Power there, than in other Places; fo 
by the ſame Reaſon he might likewiſe be 
ſaid to dwell in Chriſt in this Senſe, the 
like Divine Operations being conſtantly, 
and moſt eminently manifeſted in _ 

im. 
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him. So that the Expreſſion of the 
Godhead Ae lling in Chriſt, does not 
ſeem to relate to him only as he had a 
Body, in which the Divinity acted; but 
it was uſed to ſignify not only the conti- 
nual Preſence of God in and with him, but 
alſo the extraordinary Meaſure of the 
Divine Influence upon him, and the more 
eminent Manifeſtation of his Perfections 
by him; and in this Senſe it may likewiſe 
be ſpoken of the Spirit. 

But ſuppoſing this Indwelling of the 
Godhead in Chriſt, to be ſpoken of him 
in reſpe& of his Body, becauſe tis ſaid - 
to have dwelt in him Bodily ; and upon 
this account his Body is called the Tem- 
ple of God in Scripture, here will be no 
difficulty on this account; but the Ex- 
preſſion may nevertheleſs be alike uſed, 
both of the Logos and rhe Spirit. 

For if it may be any help to our Un- 
derſtandings in bringing us to a more eaſy 
Conception of this Union of the Father 
with the Son and Spirit, I ſee no incon- 
ſiſteney in ſuppoſing, that the Godhead 
might be ſaid to dwell in the Logos be- 
fore he was made Fleſh, as alſo in the 
Holy Ghoſt, in reſpe& of ſome ſort of 
Body, they may both reaſonably be con- 
ceived to have always acted in. I ſee 
no Abſurdity in ſuppoſing that all Spirits 


G4 may 
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may be cloathed, as it were, with ſome 
material Vehicle, as God himſelf is ſaid 
to be cloathed with Light, as with a Gar- 


ment. 
The Logos, before he was made Fleſh, 


is repreſented in the Old Teſtament, as 


Perſonally appearing in a viſible Manife. 
ſtation, aſſuming once a Humane Body, 
as to Abraham; ſometimes a Body of 
Light, as in the Wilderneſs, in the Ta- 
bernacle, and the Temple: And tho we 
have no ſuch account of the Spirit, but 
that he once appeared in the Shape of a 
Dove; yer he may, for ought we know, 
always act in and by ſome ſort of Body, 
tho' of a finer and more ſubtil Nature, in 
which the Father may be ſaid to dwell, 
as well as in the Body of Chriſt. 

And who knows whether, as the Word 
U, or Spirit, ſignifies Breath or A, 
the Holy Spirit might not be ſo called in 
reſpect of ſome Ætherial Body he acts in 


and by: And as all other intellectual Sub- 


ſtances may act in the like #therial Ve- 
hicles, to diſtinguiſh him from them, he 
may be called The Holy Spirit from the 
Office he is appointed to, which is to 
be a Spirit of Holineſs and Sanctifica- 
tion to the World ; as the Son, when a 


Spirit, is called the Logos, or Reaſon, as 


he was appointed to actuatęe a Humane 
Body, and become Man. But 
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But be chis as it will; it is certain, 

that by the Father's dwelling in Chriſt, is 

to be underſtood that Union which he 

had with the Father; and whatever that 

Union was, as to him, the ſame I con- 

ceive of the Holy Spirit. 

And therefore as Jeſus Chriſt, tho' in 

reſpect of his Humanity a Creature, was 

called God, and his Blood the Blood of 
God, by reaſon of his Union with the 

Father; ſo the Holy Spirit, for the ſame 

Reaſon, tho' a Creature, may be called 

God ; and his Operations, the Opera- 
tions of God, by the like Union with the 
Father. 

No one, I ſuppoſe, will expect that T 
ſhould explain how this Union with the 
Father is, and how the Son and Spirit are 
actuated by him, any more than I can 
be expected ro ſhew how the Soul is u- 
nited to and actuates the Body. It is e- 
nough that T have ſhewn there is ſuch an 
Union, and that the Son and Spirit are 
called God in Scripture, by virtue of it. 
And if this be true, 

Then, tho' theſe Three Perſons, Father, 
Son and Spirit are Three diſtinct Beings; 
and tho the Son and Spirit are really 
Creatures, as to their own proper Na- 
cures; yet as to their Divinity, they are 
One God with the Father, and all Three 
| of 


Tritheiſin. 
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of One Subſtance, Power, and Eternity, 


as the Article of our Church expreſſes it. 
And whereas the Son and Spirit are not 


in their own Nature God, but as they 


have the Father's Godhead acting in and 
by them; ſo tis from him they derive 
their Divinity ; and upon this account 
the Son may be called, as he is in the 
Nicene Creed, and the Holy Ghoſt may 
for the ſame Reaſon be ſo called too, 


| God of God, Light of Light, very God 
F very God. : 


The Father is God, but not of God; 
the Son and Spirit God, but of God: 
There is no difference or inequality in 
* the Nature or Eſſence, becauſe tis the 
“Same in All: Bur the Father hath that 
& Eſſence of himſelf ; they have it not of 
* themſelves, but from him. 

Thus we ſee how this Notion agrees 
exactly, not only with the Scripture, but 
the Catholick Church, ſo far as relates 
to the real Divinity of the Father, Son 
and Spirit, and the Unity of the Divine 
Nature in that Trinity of Perſons; pre- 
ſerving, as ſhall be ſhewn, a juſt Medium 
between Arianiſm and Sabelhaniſm; and 
that too without rhe leaſt Suſpicion of 


— 


If 


„ Fee Pearſon on the Creed, P. 133. 
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If any one ſhall object againſt this, 
that according this Notion we our ſelves 
ſhould be calld Gods, as we have the 
Holy Ghoſt dwelling in ns, in reſpect 
of which our Bodies arc in Scripture cal- 
led, The Temples of God, I anſwer, 
Thar 'tis very true, we might be ſo cal- 
led, if the Godhead could be ſuppoſed 
to dwell in us in the fame manner that 
it dwells in the Son and Holy Spirit; 
that is, if he were ſo united to us as to 
be One with us, and to make us the 
conſtant Inſtruments of his divine Ope- 
rations: But this every one knows he 
does not. | | * 
But tis worth our Obſervation neverthe- 
leſs, that we have an Inſtance in Scripture 
of this Title given to Men upon this very 
account. We read of Men called Gods; and 
the Reaſon of this our Saviour ſays, was, as 
we have already mentioned, becauſe the 
were ſuch to whom the Word of the Lord 
came; that is, they were Prophets, as 
Moſes, and Samuel, and the Judges, and 
others, who were in an extraordinary 
manner actuated by the Spirit of God 
upon particular Occaſions. And tho' 
they had the Spirit acting in them bur 
in an imperfect Manner and Degree, and 
not at all Times, and therefore had no 
Title to the Worſhip due to God ; yer 
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this alone was ſufficient to give them the 
Name and Title; becauſe what they 
ſpake and did by the Divine Operation, 
they did as God's Inſtruments, and were 
as Gods in thoſe particular reſpects. 

And tis a ſtrong Confirmation of this 
Hypotheſis, that, as I have likewiſe be- 
fore obſerved, our Saviour argues from 
the ſame Principle, the ſame Right he 
had to be called God, by his being /ant7:- 
fied by the Father. For as the Prophets 
and others were ſanctified by the Spirit 
coming upon them, and acting by them, 
and upon that account were called Gods; 
ſo he infers, that it was very unreaſona- 
ble ro charge him with Blaſphemy, for 
calling himſelf the Son of God, when he 
had the ſame Right to be called God, by 
his being ſanctiſied by the Father acting 
in him, that others had by being actua- 
ted by the Spirit. I 
| And that this was the meaning of his 
| being ſanttified by the Father, appears, as 
Bi T obſerved before, from the followin 

Verſes ; where, for the Proof of his San- 
| ctification, he appeals to the Works that 
| he did by the Father, which, himſelf 
ſays, were a Proof that the Father was 
in him; intimating thereby, that zo be 
| ſanctiſied by the Father, and to have the 
Father in him, was the ſame thing. 0 
| 0 
| | 
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So that this, I ſay, ſeems to me to be a 
ſtrong Confirmation of this Hypotheſis, 
that the Son and Spirit are call'd God, by 
the Father's acting in and by them; when 
our Saviour himſelf ſays, that this is a 
ſufficient Reaſon for that Title, and that 
he ought to be called God upon that ac- 
count. 

And now then, if that Explication of 

any Scripture Doctrine be the moſt likely 
to be true, which is eaſy, natural and 
intelligible, that agrees with the whole 
Tenour of the New Teſtament, and con- 
ſiſts with Reaſon and common Senſe, I 
may leave it with every Man to judge 
whether this be a true Explication or not. 
O. 3» 4) Es : 
But that which ſtill further recommends 
it to us is, that it is not only natural and 
intelligible in it ſelf, but it will likewiſe 
make eaſy every thing elſe too that re- 
lates to this Diſpute; for the uſual Diffi- 
culties and Objections fly before it. 

By this we ſee there is no Force in all 
Dr. Waterland's formidable and unanſwer- 
able Conſequences ; and that ſuppoſing 
Three Beings each of them God, does 
not neceſſarily imply Three Gods ; and 
that there is no inconſiſtency in calling a 
Creature God, provided that Creature 


be ſo intimately united ro the God- 
head, 
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head, as to be One with it; which the 
Doctor allows may be. . 

Buy this we ſee, that tho the Father, 
Son and Spirit are Three Perſons and 
One God, it does not follow that the 

mult ſubſiſt in One Eſſence, as the Doctor 
infers ; becauſe they may much bet- 
ter and more reaſonably be ſaid to be 
One, by being united in the ſame Eſſence, 
having One and the Same Eſſence in 
Three Perſons. And tho the Son and 
Spirit are not Conſubſtantial in the Do- 
ctor's Senſe, it does not thence follow, 
that they are mere Creatures; becauſe 
tis evident they may be, tho' they are 
Creatures, Conſubſtantial in a better 
Senſe; that is, they may be of One Sub- 
ſtance with the Father, by having the 
Godhead dwelling in them, and inti- 
mately united to them. See Waterland, 
Query 14. 

By this we ſee how the Son and Spirit 
may create and govern the World, tho 
Both Creatures, and yet there be but 
One Creator and Governor; becauſe they 
create and govern it by the Father that 
dwells in them, or the Father creates 
and governs by them, as his Agents, In- 
ſtruments or Miniſters. See Waterland, 


p. 484. 
By 
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By this we ſee that the Son and Spirit 
may be both worſhipd with the Father 
as God, tho Creatures, and yet there 
be but One Object of Worſhip; becauſe 
they are One with the Father, to whom 
alone Worſhip belongs; and we worſhip 
them not as Creatures, but as God, by 
being united to the Father: So that in 
truth we worſhip only the Father in them; 
tho, ſtrictly ſpeaking, conſidering their 
intimate Union, there is no Honour paid 
to either, but what redounds to the 
Glory of All, as the Doctor himſelf ex- 
preſſes it, p. 263. This intimate Union 
of the Father to the Son, the Doctor al- 
lows to be a ſufficient Reaſon for the 
{ame Honour and Worſhip to the Son, as 
we pay to the Father; and on this he 
ſhews our Saviour builds his Right to it, 
(p. 283.) And the ſame Reaſon will 
hold for the Worſhip of rhe Spirit. 

By this we eaſily ſee how the Son and 
Spirit, tho' diſtinct and finite Beings, may 
be ſpoken of under all thoſe high Titles 
and Attributes, which can belong only 
to the Father ; becauſe, as to their Divi- 
nity, they are the Father: And at the 
ſame time we ſee, how they may be 
ſpoken of under ſuch lower Ideas as can 
belong only to dependent and inferior 
Crea- 


96 The Scripture-Trinity 


Creatures, becauſe they are really Crea- 
rures. Materland, p. 484, and Query 6, 

By this we eaſily underſtand, how the 
Son may be ſaid to have all the Trea- 
ſures of Wiſdom and Knowledge; and yer 
the Father be the only wiſe God, Nom. 
XVi. 27. How the Son may Have all 
Power given him both in Heaven and 
Earth; and yet the Father be ſtiled the 
Only Potentate, 1 Tim. vi. 15. How the 
Son is ſaid to be Immortal, the Spirit 
Immortal ; yet of the Father it may be 
faid, that He only hath Immortality, 
I Tim. vi. 16. How the Son is Good, 
and the Spirit Good ; yet that none is 
Good but One, viz. the Father, Mar. 
Xix. 17. How the Son is Holy, andthe 
Spirit Holy; yet that the Father may be 
ſaid to the only Holy, Rev. xv. 4. 

By this we eaſily underſtand, how the 
Son might be a proper Mediator between 
God and Man, even from the Beginning 
of the World, as a diſtinct Being be- 
tween God and Sinners: And how he 
may be called, as he ſometimes is in 
Scripture, The Fehovah, and the Angel of 
Jehovah, and the Meſſenger of the Cove- 
nant, and the like ; becauſe, as God, he 
was the very Jehovah; and as Man, ht 
Angel and Meſſenger, even before he was 
made Fleſh. By 
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By this we eaſily underſtand, how the 
Father may ſend, and the Son be ſent, 
and the Spirit proceed, that is, be ſent 
from Both, (ſee p. 118.) how as they have 
diſtinct Natures, ſo they muſt have di- 
ſtinct Properties, and may be capable of 
diſtinct and different Powers and Admi- 
niſtrations; how the Spirit may be ſub- 
ordinate and inferior to Both, and yet 
all Equal in reſpect of their Godhead. 
By this we eaſily underſtand, how the 
Son was the Firſt-born of every Creature, 
as a Creature; how he was with God, 
and yet was God; how he might pro- 
perly come down from Heaven, and leave 
the Glory he had with the Father there; 
how the Father and He are One, and 
yet the Father is greater than-He ; and 
whatſoever the Father doth, how the Son 
can do the ſame likewiſe. Nay, 8 

By this we eaſily underſtand, how the 
Son may be ignorant of what the Father 
knows, and grow in Wiſdom' and Knows 
ledge, and may be grieved, and exceeding 
ſorrowful, and cry out in Agony, and be 
laid to be forſaken of his Father. 

As for the Firſt of theſe, ſince the Son 
has a Rational Nature, diſtin& from the 
Father, he muſt have a diſtin Under- 
ſtanding and Will : And tho' the Father 
be ſo united to the Son, as to act in and 

H by 
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by him, as his Inſtrument, yet he may 
act in him in what Degree he ſees fit; 
and as it does not neceſſarily follow, that 
the Son can do all that the Father can 
do, unleſs the Father ſhall think fit to 
act and exert his Power; accordifig as 
our Saviour ſays, The Son can do nothing 
H himſelf, but what he ſees the Father 
do, John v. 19. So neither does it fol- 
low, that he knows in his diſtinct, that 
is; his Humane Nature, all that the Father 
knows. And if ſo, then | 
Secondly, This will help us in re- 
ſolving the next Difficulty of his growing 
in Wiſdom and Knowledge. 

For, 1/4, as his Humane Soul was uni- 
ted to a Body, he was, as Man, to at- 
tain the Knowledge of Natural Things 
in a Natural Way, by the Mediation of 
the Body : And as the Soul is capable of 
receiving Ideas by the Inſtrumentality of 
the Body, only in ſuch Degree, as the 
Organs of the Body are in a due Apti- 
tude and Perfection; ſo as our Saviour 
Chriſt was to paſs through Infancy and 
Childhood, and by conſequence had not 
his Organs perfect at firſt, but grew up 
to it by degrees: he may be ſaid to grow 
in Wiſdom, as he grew in Stature, and 
that too, becauſe he grew in Stature.. 


Bur, 


rr 
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But, 24%, As the Body is the Means of 
conveying Ideas to the Soul, ſo likewiſe it 
is the Inſtrument, by which the, Soul mani- 
fells its Ideas and Operations to others: 
And qs it cannot do this but only in Pro- 
portion as the Body is diſpoſed and adapt- 
ed for it; ſo, if we ſuppoſe a Pre- exiſting 
Soul of the moſt exalted Knowledge poſ- 
ſible, united to a Body not duly orga- 
niz d, its Knowledge would be all loſt, 
as to the World: And tho' theſe Two 
Principles joined together would be call'd 
a Man, yet that Man with all his Know- 
ledge would be but as an Idiot, or an 
Infant, becauſe he has no proper Facul- 
tics to ſhow any Knowledge by. And 
if we ſuppoſe this bodily Indiſpoſition 
to he wrought off by Age, or Phyſick, 
or any other Methods, this Idiot, or In- 
fant, may be ſaid to grow in Knowledge, 
according as the Ineptitude of the Body 
goes off” and that not by any new Im- 
provement or Alteration in the Mind, 
but in the Bodily Organs only, by which 
they become better fitted to manifeſt the 
latent Ideas of the Mind to others: And 
in this reſpect alſo our Saviour may be 
ſaid to grow in Wiſdom, as he appeared 
to do ſo to the World, who diſcerned, ac- 
cording to his Growth in Stature, a 

H 2 greater 
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greater Manifeſtation of Knowledge and 
Wiſdom in him. 
It will be needleſs to take notice of 
the next Thing, vig. Our Saviour's being 
troubled, and crying out in Agony. There 
ſeems to be no Difficulty in this, 
whilſt we conſider him as a real Man, 
with all Humane Infirmities, Sin only 
excepted. This the Scripture repreſents 
him to be, and this is a farther Argu- 
ment, that tho' the Godhead dwelt in 
him, yet it did not act to the utmoſt De. 
gree, nor did it alter his Nature, as Man, 
any more than the Body is alter'd by 
being united to the Soul. And if this be 
allowed, we ſhall eaſily account for the 
next Difficulty, vis How he, who was 
ſo intimately united to the Godhead, can 
be ſaid to be forſaken of him. 

For 'tis not hard to conceive, how the 
Father might ſo reſtrain his Operations, 
as that in compariſon of that vaſt and 
abundant Influence and Communication 
of himſelf, which our Saviour had per- 
ceived before, he was now in a manner 
left by him; tho” at the ſame time, he 
had the Father dwelling in him, tho' at 


that time not acting ſo powerfully on 
him. 


In a Word; By this Key we are let 
into the whole Myſtery; and that * 
4s 
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d has ſo long puzzled Mankind, ſeems to 
be as obvious to any reaſonable Capa- 
f city, as any other Doctrine of the Go- 
p ſpel ; and there appears no Difficulty to 


8 ariſe from this, but what muſt neceſſa- 
J rily attend our Minds in all other Caſes, 
1, when we think of an infinite and incom- 
y prehenſible Being. 

rs To ſum up all that I have ſaid, the 
1 Scripture Notion of the Trinity is this. 
in There is One God the Father, 1 Cor. 
I viii. 6. He zs the Only True God, John 
n, xvii. 3. and yet the Son and Spirit are 
y God by ſuch an intimate Union of the 
e Father to them, and his acting in and by 
le them in the various Acts of the Creation 
18 and Government of the World, as to be- 
n come One with them. | 


Theſe Three Perſons, Father, Son and 
le Spirit are Three diſtin Beings, of One 


85 Subſtance, Power, and Eternity, united 
d in One undivided Eſſence, as to their Di- 
n vinity. The Godhead of the Father, Son, 
. and Spirit is all One; and in this reſpect 
er none is afore or after another, none is 
16 greater or leſs than another; but the 
at. whole Three Perſons are, in reſpect of 
n their Divinity, Co- eternal and Co equal, 


yet ſo as not to be Three Eternals, but 
et One Eternal. 


18 2 The 
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The Son, who is the Logos, the Word, 
or Reaſon of the Father; The Image of 
the Inviſible God, the Brightneſs of his 
Glory, the expreſs Image of his Perſon, 
the Firſt-born of every Creature; begot- 
ten of his Father before all Worlds, and 
in the Fulneſs of Time, was made Fleſy ; 
not by Creation, but by proper Genera- 
tion; and for us Men and for our Salya- 

tion came down from Heaven; is God 

of God, very God of very God; equal 
to the Father, as touching his Godhead, 
and inferior to the Father, as touching 
his Manhood. 

The Holy Ghoſt proceeds from the 
Father and the Son; and tho he is a 
created Being in his own proper and di- 
ſtinct Nature, yet as to his Divinity, he 
is of One Eſſence, Glory and Majeſty 
with the Father and the Son, True and 
Eternal God, (Art. Ch. of Engl.) 

And in Conſequence of this, as we are 
to pay the ſame Honour, Worſhip and 
Reverence to the Son, as we pay to the 
Father, ſo by the ſame Reaſon we are to 
do the fame to the Holy Ghoſt ; that is, 
as the Nicene Creed expreſſes it, we are 
to Worſhip and Glorify him, together 
with the Father and the Son. 

J have choſen vo expreſs this Notion 
in the Words of our Creeds and a 
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that there may be no ſuſpicion, as to the 
Point of Orthodoxy. And I have uſed 
every Expreſſion in the Catholick Senſe, 
without Colour, Art, or Ambiguity, ex- 
cepting the Begetting of the Son before all 
Worlds, and the Proceſſion of the Holy 
Ghoſt ; and thoſe indeed Tunderſtand in 
a different Senſe ; but 'tis ſuch a Senſe 
as, I ſhall ſhew, is the only One which 
can agree with Reaſon or Scripture: But 
however I differ in this reſpec, yer I 
do not at all diſagree in rhe Deſign of 
thoſe Terms, in aſſerting the Divinity of 
the Son and Holy Spirit in the ſtricteſt 
meaning of it. 


Objections made againſt this Hypotheſis. 


'Tis natural to ſuppoſe there will be 
many Objections made againſt this; tho 
I am not apprehenſive of any thing ma- 
terial, but what muſt ariſe from Preju- 
dice. Moſt People take up their Reli- 
gion by Hearſay, and hold their Princi- 
ples as they do their Freeholds, by Inhe- 
ritance, and 'tis as hard to diſpoſſeſs 
them of One as the Other; and when 
any thing is advanc'd that is contrary to 
what they have been taught to believe, 
they arm againſt it as a common Enemy, 
that comes to inyade their Property. 

=. Upon 
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Upon this foot I queſtion not but ma- 
ny Objections will be alledged : The firſt 
that ſeems to lie moſt handy for them is, 
That this Scheme muſt be Falſe, becauſe 
Tis inconſiſtent with the Primitive Do- 
ctrine of the Eternal Generation; ſo that, 
according to this, there was a Time 
when the Son was not. 

This I queſtion not will be the firſt 
Objection, and a very weak one it is; 
as if every thing muſt be True, that was 
held by the Writers of the Primitive 
Church. But in anſwer to it, I will en- 
deavour to ſhew that no ſuch Doctrine 
was held in the Primitive- Church, as 
that of Eternal Generation, in our mean- 
ing of the Word. And, 24dly, if there 
were, it is not neceſlary to be believed, 
becauſe tis neither directly nor indirectly 
in Scripture. 

As to the firſt of theſe; when I fay 


there was no ſuch Doctrine in the Primi- 


tive Church, I mean by the Primitive 
Church, rhe firſt Ages of Chriſtianity, 
which ( if there be any thing in their 
being neareſt to the Apoſtles) muſt be 


ſuppoſed to underſtand the Doctrine of 


the Apoſtles as well at leaſt, as thoſe that 


came after them; and yet for the Three 


firſt Centuries, I'm very well ſatisficd, 
there was no ſuch Thing received a- 
mongſt them. " 


* 1 


inteligibly explain d. 105 
As it is obſervd by Facundus Hermia- 
nenſis, that for the firſt Two Ages, the 


Doctrine of the Trinity was receiv'd 
without any ſetrled Terms, ſuch as Hypo- 


ſtaſis, Proſopos or Perſon ; ſo tis as cer- 


tain, there was no ſettled Explication of it 
among the Writers of thoſe Times. Any 


one may perceive this at firſt ſight in 


their Works; and Dr. Cave does inge- 
nuouſly confeſs, © That Things were not 
then defined as they are now, by explicit 
Articles and nice Propoſitions ; but every 
one ſeems to be lefr in a manner to his 
own Speculations, and theſe were very 
often very different and very odd. 

The Philoſophy of the Schools was 
then predominant; and as Men ran im- 
mediately from the Academy - to the 
Church, they formed their Notions of 
Divinity according to the Principles: of 
the Schools they had been educated in ; . 
and as the Church was then more intent 
upon Piety and a good Life, than any 
particular Modes or Forms of Speech ; 
ſo a greater Latitude of opening was in- 
dulged. And as in this particular Doc- 
trine of the Trinity, there is vaſt room 


for the Exerciſe of a fruitful Imagina- 


tion; ſo tis very natural to ſuppoſe 
they would very often differ both in their 
Expreſſions and Explications ; and ac- 

cordingly 
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cordingly we find they did, in ſo much 
that it is hard to determine certainly 
what was the ſettled Notion of thoſe 
Times. 

It is evident they not only diſagree 
with one another, but even with them 
ſelves; and there are ſeveral Expreſſions 
in many of them, aſſerting one Notion 
in ſome Paſſages, which they ſeem to con- 
tradict in others: Nay many, if not 
moſt, of their beſt Writers of the firſt 
Three Centuries, how near ſoever they 
were to the Apoſtles, can hardly be made 
Orthodox according to our Standard, 
withour forced and unnatural Com- 
ments. 

To believe the Trinity in general was 
thought ſufficient then; and ſo long as 
they agreed in the main Doctrine, twas 
no Offence to be miſtaken in their Phi- 
loſophy of the Manner of it, till the 
Sabellian Hypotheſis broke out, that 
ſeemed to explain it quite away, and 
then the Church began to be more 
exact and particular, both in their Terms 
and Explications ; which gave Occaſion, 
as T have before obſerved, = the Words 
Hypoſtaſis and Perſon. And yet even in 
chem le af the Lie Century, notwith- 


ſtanding the Diſputes that Sabellianiſin 
had occaſion'd, there does not _ ro 
LT ave 
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have been any fixed Notion of it known 
and agreed upon; as is plain by the fa- 
mous Caſe of Dyonyſius of Alexanaria, 
who in writing againſt Sabellianiſin, knew 
not what to ſer up againſt it, and fell in- 
to direct Hereſy, till he was taught to 
ſpeak otherwiſe by Dyonyſius Biſhop of 
Rome. 

But how unſettled ſoever the Notion 
of the Trinity was in thoſe Days, that 
which ſeems to haye been moſt receiv'd 
amongſt them was, That the Father, 
Son and Spirit are diſtin& Perſons, and 
that the Son co-exiſted with the Father 
_ Eternity, in the Unity of God- 
head. | 

By the Expreſſions they uſe in ſpeak- 
ing of them, ſuch as. Two Subſtances, 
Two Things, Two Powers, and Two 
Lights, and the like, one would think 
they underſtood them to be different Be- 
ings ; but whatever they thought them, 
they ſeem to have generally held the Son 
and Spirit to exiſt with and in the Father 
from Eternity. (I am willing to make as 
large Conceſſions as I can; tho' tis cer- 
rain, many, who are called Orthodox 
in reſpect of the Son, were very much 
otherwiſe in reſpe of the Spirit.) :As 
they held the Son to exiſt in the Father, 
ſo they likewiſe conceived, that at the 

Creation 
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Creation, the Father put the Son Without 
him, in order to create the World; which 
they call à Bringing him forth, Prolation 
or Generation, Nay, ſome of them held 
the Son, as to his Prolation or Genera- 
tion, poſterior to the Creation; and that 
when God ſaid, Let there be Light, 
then the Son proceeded, Light of Light. 

The Son they conceived to be the 
Logos; and by the Argument they fre- 
quently offer for his Eternity, vig. the 
Abſurdity of ſuppoſing that God was ever 
Alogos, which ſignifies without Reaſon, 
or Wiſdom ; one would think they con- 
ceived the Logos, before his Generation, 
not a diſtinct Perſon, but only an Attri- 
bute of the Father exiſting in him, as 
his Reaſon or Wiſdom; and that his 
Perſonality began only with his Proceſſion 
or Generation. | 

Whilſt he was in the Father he was 
God from Eternity, as every thing that 
is in God is God ; but by his comin 
out from the Father to create the World, 
as he became the Son of God, ſo it was 
a thence thar they ſtiled him God of 
God. 

Tis true indeed, they ſometimes ſpeak 
of the Logos as a Perſon co-exiſting eter- 
nally with the Father; but then they ſeem 
to have thought ir ſo only either Poten- 

; tially, 
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tially, as Euſebius repreſents it in his 
Letter, (ſee the Appendix) or as a Thing 
may be ſaid to exiſt in Idea before it be 
brought into Act, according to Tertul- 
lians diſtinction of Ratio or Reaſon, from 
Sermo or Word. The Logos, confider'd as 
the Reaſon of the Father, was eternally 
with and in the Father; and by being 
brought out or generated into the Word, 
it became a Perſon diſtin from the Fa- 
ther. And tho' this Reaſon and Word are 
both One and the Same thing under dif- 
ferent Names and Capacities, before and 
after the Generation ; yet they thoughr 
the Eternal Reaſon was not a Perſon till 
it became rhe Word, and as ſuch, a Son. 
This is allowed by Dr. Waterland, and 
he thinks it to be well illuſtrated by a 
learned Prelate of our Church. © The 
« Word, ſays he, as he is the Inward 
« Speech formed from the Eternal Mind, 
* was for ever with God: but as God's 
« Agent to diſplay and ſound forth the 
« Wiſdom of God in external Works, as 
* ſach, he exiſted not till the Creation. 
9 The Creation being, as it were, 
* a verbal Explication of what Reaſon 
had firſt ſilently thought, diſpos d, and 
* rcſoly'd within it ſelf.” 

That this was the general Doctrine of 
the firſt Three Ages, I could give _— 

ant 
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dant Inſtances from the beſt Writers; but 
all Authorities of this kind are generally 
ſuſpected as Miſinterpretations, by thoſe 
who are moſt concern d in them; and 
therefore J chuſe to refer the Reader to 


the Teſtimony of the learned Dr. Ma. 


terland, who cannot be ſuſpected of Par. 
tiality. There is nothing here aſſerted 
bur what, I think, the learned Doctor al- 
lows, and which he himſelf produces 
ſufficient Authorities for; and I have en- 
deavoured to extract this account of this 
Affair, as near as I can, from his own 
Words and Quotations, as they are de- 
livered in his learned Treatiſe, (Vind. 
Query 8.) 

So that we have no Reaſon to doubt 
but this was the Doctrine of the Trinity 
according to the Primitive Church thus 
far: and we find nothing here of any 
Eternal, but a Temporary Generation 
only. And that this was the only No- 
tion they had of it afterwards in the great 
and famous Council of Nice is plain, in 
that they Anathematiz d all thoſe who 
ſhould ſay, That the Son did not Exiſt 
before he was Begotten. This Decree be- 
ing made againſt the Arians, the Word 
(Begotten) is not to be underſtood of his 
Generation of the Virgin, ( becauſe the 
Arians never denicd his Exiſting my 

| that 
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that) but of this other Generation I 
have now been repreſenting; and this 
likewiſe is allowed by Dr. Waterlanad, 
160. 

: And therefore, when the Poſt-Nicene 
Writers call the Logos the Eternal Son 
of God, if the Church had but One 
Faith, and their Belief was the ſame with 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers, they cannot be 
ſuppoſed to mean that he was Eternal, as 
Son, but as Ratio; that is, as the Rea- 
ſon of the Father exiſting in him from 
Eternity, his Sonſhip being univerſally 
allowed to ariſe from his Temporary Ge- 
neration only. 

So that when they ſay, the Father was 
never without the Son, they muſt be un- 
derſtood to mean that he was near with- 
out that Ratio or Reaſon, which after- 
wards became his Son, by being brought 
forth into the Sermo or Word. 

And as they look d upon this Tempora- 
ty Proceſſion from the Father as the Efte&t 
of the Father's Will; ſo tis upon this 
account that they ſometimes ſpeak of 
the Son as the Fruit and Offspring of his 
Will, and as owing his Being and Power, 
as Son, to his Will. And this begat that 
famous and ſo much controverted Term, 
Homoonfios or Conſubſtantial : For Arins 
and his Diſciples had explained this 
Tempo- 
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Temporary Generation of the Son into 
a real Creation: And when they aſſert 
ed, that he was a mere Creature, as o- 
ther Creatures are; in oppoſition to this 
the Fathers brought in the Word Conſab. 
ſtantial, to ſhew, that tho they thought 
him Generated by his Father's Will, yet 
he was not created our of Nothing, as 
other Creatures; but that he was from 
Ecernity in the Father, and of the ſame 
Subſtance with him; that is, in other 
Words, he was God from Eternity, tho 
as Son he was Generated and brought 
forth in Time. 

This was the Senſe of the Nicene Coun- 
cil in the Fourth Century, as we ſee con- 
firmed by Exſebus's Letter, written from 

. thence to Czſarea, to give an Account of 
the Proceedings of it, and of his parti- 
cular Conduct there. (See the Appendix.) 

From all this put together, we ſee the 
general Faith of the Primitive Church 
for above zoo Xears, that they did not 
believe any Eternal Generation, as we 
underſtand it now; and ſo far as any 
Writers ſince have at any Time gone off 
into any other Notions, they are ſo far 
gone off from the Primitive Church. I 
do not ſay their Notions are for that 
Reaſon falſe ; for the Doctrines of the 


Primitive Church are not the Rule of 
| our 
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our Faith, but the Scriptures. God for- 
bid we ſhould be obliged to ſubſcribe to 
all the abſurd Opinions the Primitive 
Writers held; who, as J have obſerved, 
not only contradict one another, but very 
often themſelves. I believe few of their 
greateſt Admirers that are willing to think 
for themſelves, will readily come into 
this very Notion of the Son's Genera- 
tion, by the Father's bringing him forth 
of 25 „and putting him without him, 
how general ſoever it was among them. 


But yet as there are many who build 


their Faith mainly upon their Authority, 
and make their Opinions the Rule of 


Orthodoxy ; this ought to be a convinc- 


ing Argument to them, that they have 
no reaſon to reject out Hypotheſis, as 
contrary to the Faith of the Primitive 
Church, for not aſſerting the Eternal Ge- 
neration of the Son; when tis evident, 
beyond all reaſonable doubt, that the 
primitive Fathers did not aſſert it any 
farther, than they meant the Eternity of 
his Godhead by it. 

But whether the Fathers aſſerted this 
or not, tis not material, unleſs it can be 
found in Scripture; and whether it be or 
not, is the next Queſtion. 

I muſt freely own I do not find, and 


I believe it will puzzle all the World to 
I ſhew 


if | 
* 
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ſhew any one Hint of any Eternal Gene- 
ration, or Sonſſip, directly or indirectly, 
in Scripture. There is not one Text 
where the Logos is called the Eternal Son 
of God, or ſaid to be begotten from E- 
ternity. That he is the very Eternal God, 
the very Subſtance of the Father, I have 
already proved from Scriptute; but this 
is not as Son, but by virtue of an Union 

df the Father with him. That he is like- 
wiſe ſaid to have been with God in the 
Beginning, at the ſame time that he is 
ſaid to be God, is certain; by which is 
plainly intimated, a diſtinction between 


him and the Father; but this Diſtinction 


from the Father I have ſhewn, p. 46, Cc. 
was not in reſpect of his Godhead, but of 
his on proper Nature, which was not the 
Godhead; and yet upon this ſup 
Biſtinction in the very Divine Eſſence, 
does the Notion of Eternal Generation 
intirely depend. 1 

If the Logos may be called God, and 


yer be a Creature, as we have ſhewn he 


may by the Union of the Godhead with 
his created Nature, then here is an end 
of all imaginary Diſtinctions in the Di- 
vine Eſſence: And by conſequence, not 
only of all Interior and Eternal Genera- 
tion, but alſo of that Temporary Prola- 
tion or Proceſſion, which T have but now 

repre- 
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repreſented, as the current Doctrine of 
— Primitive Chur 5 
And accordingly I can find no Sonſhip 
attribured to Chriſt in Scripture, but in 
one or other of theſe following reſpects. 
10%. He may be called the Son of God 


by Creation, as amis origo eſt Parens; 
and by .canſequence, as he was created 


firſt and before all the World; ſo in chis 
reſpect. probably it is, that he is called 
the Firſt. born, or Firſt- bægotten of. every 
Creature, begotten lefore the World. But 
doubtleſs; the Reaſon why he is called 
the only begotten Son of God, is to; be 
underſtood, 

za, Ok his Generation of the Vir- 
gin, there being never any Perſon ſo be- 


gotten but himſelf. The Goſpel ſeems to 


direct us to this Senſe alone, when we 
are told, that becauſe the Virgin ſhould 
bring forth a Son by the Operation of 


the Holy Ghoſt, therefore that Holy 


Thing that ſhould be barn af ber, ſhould 


be called the. Son of Gad, Luke i. 35. But 
all this has relation. only to his Humani- 


ty. He may, 

3aly, Be ſaid to be the Son of God in 
a very_ eminent Manner, by a kind of 
Generation, in reſpe@ of the Divine Na- 
ture comitiunicated to him from the Fa- 


ther. ä 
1 For 


and Principle of à Natural Bei 


a Production of 


116 The Scripture-Irinity 
For by Generation is generally meant 
another in the Likeneſs 


of Nature; and if Jeſus Chriſt was made 
by the Father of like Nature with him, 
with all the Perfections of the Deity 
that a Creature is capable of, he may 
ſo far be ſaid to be Generated by him, as 
here is a Production of a Creature in his 


Likeneſs. : 


And for this Reaſon, as I have ſaid, 


he is called The Image 
Cod; the Brightneſs of his Glory; 


Bur this is not a Generation of 


Creation of a moſt. excellent and 


of the Inviſible 


the 


expreſs Image of his Perſon, Col. i. 15. 
eb: i | 


the 


Divine Eſſence or Godhead, but only a 


emi- 


nently Perfect Being, in the ſame Senſe 
as all Mankind were made in the Image 
and Likeneſs of God, tho' in a lower 


Degree. But, 


47%, There is another Generation ſpoken 


of in Scripture, in reſpect of which Jeſus 
Chriſt is ſaid to be Begotten of the Fa- 


ther, by being raiſed by him from the Dead. 
For as Generation is the very firſt Act 


the Reſurrection was the firſt Act 


ng, ſo 


and 


Beginning, not only of a New Life to 


Chriſt, as Man; but was alſo the 


Step or Beginning of his Exaltatio 


firſt 


n ro 
that 
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that Divine Power and Authority, which 
he was then e'er long, as Mediator, to 
be inveſted with. ac 
Theſe are all the Notions of our Sa- 
viour's Sonſhip, or Generation, that I 
find in Scripture: And as for Eternal Ge- 
neration, it is only an Hypotheſis in- 
vented by learned Men, to account for 
the Divinity. of Chriſt, and yer preſerve 
the Diſtinction of Perſons : This is evi- 
dently the Deſign of it; and if this De- 
ſign can be better attained without it, 
then this Hypotheſis is needleſs. 

Now this I have endeavoured to ſhew 
pa. be much eaſier done anorher way ; 
and if in my Hypotheſis, I not only a- 
gree with Scripture, but propoſe: the 
lame End, and aſſert the ſame Thing, 
even in the ſtricteſt Notion of Godhead, 
and that roo, as I believe, will appear 


without thoſe Difficulties that other Hy- 


potheſis is embarraſt with; J hope there 
is no Man fo fond of mere Words, as to 
cenſure me, or reject my Explication, 
barely for this, that I do not aſſert the 
Modus of Chriſt's Divinity any farther, 
or any otherwiſe, than the Scripture aſ- 
ſerts it. Tis very ingenuouſly confeſs d 
by the learned Dr. Vaterland, that 
„the Words el⁰α , Interior Gene- 
* ration, Proceſſion, and the like, were 

0. e not 
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c not intended to inlarge out Views, or 
<« add any thing to our Stock of Ideas, 
« but only to ſecure the Plain Fundamen- 
% tal Truth of Three Perſons and One 
“ God; and ſo long as this is not denied, 
« theſe Terms may be drop d, as being 
« what we are not concern d in any far- 
„ ther, than as the main Doctrine is con- 
« ceived to hang upon them. 

I mention the Opinion of the learned 
Doctor, only for the fake of ſuch, who 
have no other way to judge of Doctrines 
but by the Authority of others, to let 
them ſee how little Reaſon they will 
have for Clamour in this reſpect, even 
from the Confeſſion of one of their own 
Adyocates; and that roo, one of the 


molt conſiderable; and not the leaſt pre- 
judiced. | + ul 


- 24ly, Another like ObjeQion will pro- 
bably be made againſt this Hypotheſis, 
that it gives up tlie Proceſſion of the 
Holy - Ghoſt from the Father and the 
Son. 1 01 

This J allow it does in one Senſe, as 
it ſigniſies an Eternal Proceſſion from the 
Divine Eſſence: For if there be no Eter- 


— 


nal 
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nal Generation, there can be no Eternal 
proceſſion; they both hang upon the 
ſame Thread, and grew from the fame 
Root: Bur in the true Scripture Senfe of 
Proceſſion, this Hypotheſis ſets it in as 
clear a Light as poſſible, and makes it 
eaſy and intelligible. Let us but conſi- 
der what the Scripture ſays of it, and 
we ſhall find there is not the leaſt Hint 
of any Eternal Proceſſion there. 

In that place, John xv. 26. where the 
Spirit is ſaid to proceed from the Father, 
it is manifeſtly ſpoken not of his Eſſence, 
bur his Miffion ; for our Saviour is there 
ſpeaking of the Inexcuſableneſs of the 
Jews in hating him, when he had done 
ſuch Works before them, as never Man 
did: But he ſays, he would nevertheleſs 
ſend them another Witneſs from the Fa- 
ther, even the op of Truth, who pro- 
ceeds or comes from the Father, and he 
ſhould reſtify of him. One would won- 
der how ſuch plain Words as theſe, where 
our Saviour is ſpeaking of hig ſending the 
Spirit from the Father, and of the Spirit 
coming from the Father, ſhould not be 
underſtood in the ſame Senſe; and how 
this 22 or coming from the Father, 
could be ſtrained into an Argument of his 
Eternal Proceſſion, as to his Eſſence, any 
more than our Saviour's proceeding or 

I 4 coming 
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coming from the Father, ſhould be meant 
of his Eternal Generation; and yet no 
Man pretends to interpret the Latrer, as 
having relation to any thing farther than 
his Miſſion or Mmiſtry : See John viii. 
42. In a Word, | 

Tis plain to common Senſe, that 7g 
come from the Father, and to be ſent from 
the Father, areWords of the ſame import; 
and as our Saviour's being ſent by God 
is always underſtood of his coming with 
Authority and Commiſſion from God, as 
his Miniſter, ſo the Spirit's proceeding, or 
coming from the Father, muſt by the 
{ſame Reaſon ſignify the ſame Thing. 

This is fo very obvious, that every 
one who reads the Chapter muſt neceſ- 
ſarily take the Words in this Senſe; and 
whatever other Arguments there may be 
for an Eternal Proceſſion, the Doctrine 
has no Foundation here; nor is it at all 
agreeable either to the Letter, or the De- 
ſign of our Saviour's Diſcourſe in this 
. 8 | 

And can it be conſiſtent with common 
Senſe, to lay aſide the plain and natural 
Meaning of a plain and cafy Text, for 


— 
— 
— —————_ 


7 John viii. 46. I proceeded forth and came from 
Sed, neither came 1 of my ſelf, but he ſent me. 


on- 


intelligibly explain d. 121 
one that is forced and unnatural, and ab- 
ſolutely unintelligible, and which we have 
no manner of Reaſon or Foundation for ? 

From the Notion of the Proceſſion of 
the Holy Spirit thus explained, as having 
relation to his Office and Miniſtry only, 
we may eakly account for that Article 
of our Creed, wherein he is declared to 
proceed both from the Father and the 
Son. 

For as theſe Two Perſons, the Son and 
Holy Spirit, are all along in Scripture 
repreſented as the Miniſters, by which 
God the Father acts; ſo the Holy Spirit 


is not only repreſented as the Miniſter 
of God, but of Chriſt, 5 

As he is called the Spirit of God, ſo 
he is alſo called the Spirit of Chriſt: And 
as he is ſaid to be ſent by God, ſo he is 
ſaid to come, as ſent by Chriſt. And as 
our Saviour promiſes to ſend the Com- 
forter to his Diſciples, ſo he tells them, 
this Comforter ſhall receive of his, and 
ſhall ſhew it unto them. 

By all this it appears, there is a Subor- 
dination of the Spirit to the Son ; and 
fuch an Inequality in reſpect of their 
Offices, as that the Spirit is inferior to 
the Son. | 

And as the Son was ſent by the Father 
as his Miniſter, to aflure the World of 

Happi- 
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Happineſs upon the Terms of Holineſs; 
ſo the Spirit was ſent by the Son to make 
thoſe Terms effectual, by bringing them 
to Holineſs, and working in them both 
to Will and to Do, according to God's 
good Pleaſure. 
And as it is upon the account of this 
Office of Sanctification, that he is called 
the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of Holineſs ; 
fo it is upon the account of his Miſſion 
that he is ſaid to proceed or come out 
from the Father and the Son. For, as J 
have ſhewn, to come from the Father and 
the Son, is the ſame thing as to be ſent 
from them : And as when Jeſus Chriſt is 
faid to be ſent by the Father, it is meant 
of his coming with the Father's Commiſ- 
fron, as his Miniſter ; ſo this coming of 
the Spirit from the Father and the Son, 
muſt be meant of. his coming as the Mi- 
miſter of both. 
But then, as rhe Son is ſubordinate to 
the Father, and has no Authority but what 
he receives from him ; and therefore it 
is ſaid, that he would pray the Father to 
fend the Comforter ; ſo therefore, tho the 
Spirit is ſent by the Son, yet tis only 
as he is the Miniſter of the Father, by 
his Approbation and Appointment: And 
by conſequence, tho the Spirit may be 
ſaid to come from Both, yet * 
| an 
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and properly he comes only from the Fa- 
ther; and whatever he does, he doeg by 
the Father. And this the Scripture con- 
firms when it ſays, that all the Gifts and 
Operations of the Spirit, how different 
ſoever they be, are wrought by One and 
the Same God ; that is, the Father, rha 
worketh all in all, x Cor. xii. 6. | 


34ly, Another Objection that probably 
will be made againſt this Hypotheſis, is, 
that it ſeems to agree too much with the 
ancient Hereſies; to ſome perhaps it will 
ſeem to be Arianiſm, to others Sabellia- 
ni ſin. | 
But no wiſe Man ſhould be concern'd 
whom it agrees with, or whom it differs 
from, provided it does bur agree with 
Scripture. The wifeſt Men have err d, 
and the worſt of Men have ſpoken Truth; 
and as the Scripture is the Standard to 
judge of Truth by, thither J refer the 
Reader. 
As this Scheme is a Medium between 
Fabellianiſin and Arianiſm, tis impoſſible 
but it muſt agree with Both in ſome 
Things; and ſo far as T agree with them 
and Scripture, ſo far I agree with them 
in the Truth ; and where they either of 
them differ from Scripture, J hope I en- 
tirely differ from them both. 


The 
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The Sabellians ſay, that the Three Per- 
ſons are only Three Names of different 
Operations: The Spirit nothing bur a 
mere Mode of the Father's manifeſting 
himſelf to the World, and the Logos only 
an Attribute, 'the Reaſon or Wiſdom of 
the Father. | 

Whereas I maintain them to be real 
Perſons, diſtint from the Father, and 
each other, and that all Three are diffe- 
rent and diſtin Beings. And tho' they 
held, as I do, but One Hypoſtaſis, yer 
it was not in the ſame Senſe that I do; 
becauſe they denied the Perſonality of 
the Son and Spirit. | 
If chey meant by One Hypoſtaſis in 
the Godhead, that the Father was the 
only God, and that the Son and Spirit 
did not ſubſiſt in the Divine Eſſence con- 
ſidered in it ſelf, it does not appear from 
Scripture they were miſtaken. In this 
my Hypotheſis agrees with them, as it 
alſo is proved to agree with Scripture, 
which teaches but One God the Father; 
and therefore, what is not the Father, is 
not the One God. | | 

But then, tho? the Father is the One 
God, and is in his own Nature but One 
Subſtance, Being or Perſon, yet the Son 
and Spirit are Two real Perſons; to which 
the One Divine Being or Perſon, the = 

ther, 
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ther, is fo intimately united, as to be- 


come One with them; ſo as that they 
are truly God by virtue of this Union. 
This the Scripture likewiſe reaches, and 
the Sabellians deny; and in ' aſſerting 
this, I differ from them in that which is 
the main Point in Queſtion. 

Asfor the Arians, they affirm theThree 
Perſons to be diſtin Beings, and the 
Son and Spirit to be mere Creatures; and 
that they are called God only in a Rela- 
tive Senſe, as they are inveſted by the 
Father with a joint Power and Authority 
with him. And tho' I agree with the 
Arians thus far, in aſſerting the Son and 
Spirit to be Creatures; yet I affirm that 
they are not — 4 ſo, but that they are, 
what they denied, truly God, One Eſ- 
ſence or Subſtance with the Father, by 
ſuch an intimate and ineffable Union of 
Subſtance, Will, Power, and Operation, 
as makes them One with him in the moſt 
Catholick and Orthodox Senſe of Unity. 
* Here are no inferior Deities maintain- 
« ed, and but One Subſtance admitted 
* ſtrictly Divine, and that too in the 
* ſame Senſe, when applied to the Son 
and Spirit, as to the Father.* ” So that 
tho' in ſome reſpects I agree with Both, 
yet in the main Point I agree with Neither, 


Dr. Waterland, p. 322. 
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In a word; The Scripture teaches that 

the Father, Son and Spirit are God in 

5 ſame $enſe ; and yet there is but One 

This I maintain in the ſtricteſt Mean- 
ing, and ſhew an intelligible manner 
how, and that too agreeable to Scrip- 
ture: and if the Scripture be the Rule 
of Orthodoxy, tis certain my Hy pothe- 
ſis muſt be ſo far Othodox, whomſoever 
I oppoſe, or agtee with. 

And tho it differs from the commonly 
received Opinion, the Reader is to re- 
member chat chat is another Hypotheſis, 
which is not yet to be ſuppoſed true, 
but it remains ſtill to be inquired into What 
Claim it has to be eſteemed ſo, accogd- 
ing to the Principles of , Reaſon and 
Seripture ; and we are not to make that 
a Rule to try other Notions: by, till it 
appears to be built on a better Founda- 
tion than thoſe other Notions are: for 
otherwiſe Prejudice, not Scripture, is our 
Guide and Rule. 


Thus have I given you a View of one 
Hypotheſis (founded upon the Arian foot, 
tho? altogether different from it) which 
ſuppoſes the, Three Perſons to be Three 
diſtinct Beings: I muſt leave it to the 
Judgment of every reaſonable Man, 7 5 

ther 
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ther it does not anſwer what I promi- 
ſed, and the learned Dr. Waterland re- 
quires in a New Hypotheſis; that is, 
Whether it is not conſiſtent with Scripture 
and it ſelf ? Whether it has not fewer and 
thoſe leſs Difficulties, than others? And 
whether it does not fairly - reſokve theſe 
Objettions which they cannot r ly 
account for? And laſtly, Whether it is 
not proved in ſuch a manner, as to ſet it 


beyond all reaſonable Doubt? See Pre- 


face. | 


If any Man ſhall think fit to reply to 
this, the only Favour I deſire of him is, 
not to fall upon the Author, but the Ar- 
gument, and that too in the way of a 
Chriſtian Diſputant; remembring, that 
Charity, Courteſy, Meekneſs and For- 
bearance of one another's Infirmities, are 
as neceſſary to Salvation, as any Article 
of Faith; and that he is much more 
likely to offend God, that is wanting in 
any one of theſe Chriſtian Duties, than 
any Man who is ſincerely miſtaken in the 
Modus of any Chriſtian Doctrine. 

That which I expect in anſwer to this 
is, to ſhew that the Logos cannot be un- 
derſtood of the Rational Soul of Chriſt, 
but of the Godhead only. 24%, That 
thoſe Texts relating to the Diſtinct Per- 
ſonality of the Son and Holy Spirit, can- 

not 
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not denote diſtinct Beings, but muſt be 


ſpoken of them in reſpect of their God- 
head. 34%, That when the Father is 


ſaid to dwell in Chriſt, it muſt not be 


underſtood of the Firſt Perſon, but the 
Second; that is, that by the Father muſt 
be meant the Son. 

If all this ſhall be fairly proved from 
Scripture, by ſtronger Arguments than 
thoſe I have alledged, I ſhall look upon 
this Hypotheſis to be ſufficiently anſwer- 
— and be obliged to reject it as an 

rror. 


Of the Sabellian Hereſy. 


We come now in the next Place, to 
conſider the Second Hypotheſis, for the 
Explication of the Trinity, which ſup- 
poſes the Father, Son and Spirit ro be 
only Three Modes of Operation of One 
Supreme God, which Operations are 
diſtinguiſh'd by theſe Three Names; 
or, rather to ſpeak more properly, 
One Being under Two Modes of Ope— 
ration : For no one takes rhe Father to 
be a Mode, but the very One Supreme 
God, who is ſtiled the Father by way of 
Excellence, from his Relation ro Chriſt, 
his Son by proper Generatibn. 


Accords 
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According to this Notion, this One 


Supreme God is conceived to have Made 
and Goveru d the World, iu his own Per- 
ſon, by his own proper and immediate 
Operation, till the Diſpenſatien of the 
* by Jeſus Chriſt, whom he made 
his Agent — Miniſter, to manifeſt his 
Goodneſs, Wiſdom and Power, in the 
Redemption of Mankind, as it is ſet 
forth in the New Teſtament, being all 
the Time but a mere Man, having no o- 
ther Nature but what he zegk from che 
Virgin, vis. tbe Humane: 4 


And when the Wiſdom! of God thoug r 


fir to put an end to this Bilpenfstion, 
and the Son was taken into Heaven, the 
ſame God the Father then manifeſted 
himſelf no longer in 2 Viſible, but Spi- 


ritual Manner, in thoſe various Gifts and 


Powers which we call che Operations 
of the Spirit; and which are ſo called, 
not — in Contradiſtinction to the 
Works he wrought by Jeſus: Chriſt in the 
Fleſh, but alſo as theſe Operations are 
done by God in his on proper Nature, 


as a Spirit. 


So that, according to xhis Hypotheſis, 


the Spirit is nothing but a mere Name 


of a Divine Operation 3 tho' the Son, 
who is called the Logos or Hord, is 
laid to have exiſted with God before the 

K World; 
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World, yet that Logos is no mote than an 
Attribute of the Father, viz. his Reaſon 
or Wiſdomy byiwhich he made the World, 
and — eommunicated to Jeſus 
Chriſt in ſuctrea high Degree, that he 
*wasthe mige of. the Inviſthle Gad. And 
Tho! helistealled God in Scripture, yet it 
muſt be off in teſpect of this Divine 
Image, icliut 2 in the Perfection of 
this Nature er elſe, as he is God's Re- 
prteſentativel or Ambaſſador to the World. 
Anduthib h is be worſhip d, tis only 
either as he is made Lord of All, and | 
hag the Diſpoſal-of all Things in his 
Hand ; or elſe, as hie is Mediator between 
Gsd and Man; and has an Intereſt in the 
F ather, andi cherefore a proper Perſon to 
be applied tO lot what we ſtand in need 
lf. 7 7 rec OL» 

5 bis I take to be the Subſtance of this 
Hypotheſis, which was broached very 
early: It was ſer on foot by Praxeas, in 
the Flatter End of the Second Century, 
ar Nomt; afterwards by Noetus in the 
Parts abort E pheſus; afterwards by &a. 
bellius, i in Pentapolis, about the Year 257; 
afterward it was catried on by Paulus of 
Samnſata, Marcellus of Ancyra, and Pho- 
tinus of Sirmium; which laſt, tho' they 
differd in: Tome: Things from Sabellins, 


yer they all W in the main — 
0 
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of Modes. Whether they maintained this 


whole Scheme, as I have ſet it, does not 


appear; we have but ſome imperfect and 


general Hints of theit Opinion, and thoſe 
too very uncertainly told; but tis not 


improbable they might hold the Whole, 


becauſe it hangs all upon the ſame 
Thread. non: 51 4510 

As to the main Doctrine, tis agreed 
on all Hands, that Saballius and his Fol- 


lowers maintained but one Hypoſtaſis; 


and tis ſaid likewiſe they held, that the 
Father, Son and Spirit, are but different 
Names of: the ſame Hypoſtaſts, but this 
is not certain; for it does not appear 


that they thought them mere Names, but 


rather Emanations from the Divine Hy- 
poſtaſis, ſu as ſtill to he One with it: 
For if Epiphanius repreſents their Notion 
right, he tells us they held, that Father, 
Son and Spirit are as the Sun with Light 
and Heat; the Father the Subſtance, the 
Son the Light, and the Spirit as the Heat 
proceeding from it, Epiph. Her. 62. 
Bur be this as it will, we are not con- 
cerned whoſe Opinion it was, but whe- 
ther it be the Doctrine of the Scrip - 


reg 2111! 


Now Reaſon and Scripture ſo far agree 
with this, - as to ſay, that there is but 
One God, and that God One Hypoſta · 


K 2 19, 
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ſs, ab it ſigniſies Subſtance, Eſſence or 
Being; and that the Father is that One 
Subftance; Eſſence or Being. This is 
not denied by the Catholick Doctrine, 
but whether the Son and Spirit are not, 
as to their Godhead, mere Modes of 
Operation of that One Subſtanee ho Fa- 
ther, is the Queſtion. 

Fhat rhe Fathet acts by them, is eyi- 
dent all along in Scripture; but tis as 
evident they are all along ſpoken of, as 
Perſons, real Perſons, —— each 
other, and diſtinguiſh'd — Diſ- 
poſitions, Properties ces,: and 
rations; ſo that whatſoever: is to = 
meant by Perſons; en Cannot bg! mere 

Modes. nn 2! 

The Son is fo far dem recti Ving his 
Beginning from the Virgin, that he is 
ſpoken of as a Perſon that had a Being 
before the World; as a Perſon who was 
with che Father in the Beginning, and by 
whom he made the World, 12 i. 1, 
And conſidering what is there ſaid of 
him for ſeveral Vetſes together; there is 
no room, with any tolerable Senſe or 
Reaſon, to interpret it as meant of a 
mere Attribute, the Wiſdom of the Father 
only. Nor is it at all conſiſtent with what 
I have already obſerved was the Reaſon 
and Deſign. of writing that Goſpel: 

on : A c 
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He is ſaid to have been before John 
Baptiſt, who was born before him; nay, 
before Abraham; nay; to have /preach'd 
to the Spirits in the Days of Noah; nay 
farther, to have been in Glory with the 
Father before the World was. 9 1 
Nay, tis ſtill farther obſervable fron 
Scripture, that he was that very Divine 
perſon that appeared, and ſpake to the 
7ewtſh Patriarchs; who is ſometimes eal- 
led Fehovah, and the Angel of Fehovah, 
who brought 1/ra#/ out of Egypt, and 


deſcended on Mount Sinai, from thence 
removed into the Tabernacle, from 


thence into the Temple, and preſided 
over the 7euiſß Church. [AY this 7s 
very well proved by Dr. Scor, in his 
Chriſtian Life, Part 2. Vol. 2. p. 248, 
Sc. to which I refer the Reader, becauſe 
I would not detain him, it being a Book 
m every one's Hand.) 

And if this be all true of the Son be- 
fore he had a Body, as it is ſufficiently 
plain, he did not then only begin to Be 
when he was conceived of the Virgin ; 
ſo 'tis as plain he was a real Perſon, and 
that too diſtin from the Father, and by 
conſequence not a mere Operation of the 
Farther. 

Laſtly, As there is no reaſon to think 


him a mere Operation, ſo is there as 


K 3 little 
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little Reaſon to conceive him a mere 
Man, confleriag * mw have before 

roved ( p. 32 to 37.) that he is not onl 
Set $243 and — Divine — 
aſcribed to him, and is repreſented as 
the Creator and Governour of the World, 
but is alſo made the Object of Divine 
Worſhip, which can only belong to the 
One True God. 

Had he been no more than mere Man, 
is it likely the Apoſtles would endeavout 
to perſuade the World that he was God? 
And yet what more likely way could 
they have taken for this Purpoſe, if they 
had deſigned it, than to expreſs them- 
ſelves in ſuch a Manner as they have 
done; ſuch as muſt ſo naturally draw us 
into this Belief, that all Ages of Chri- 
ſtianity have univerſally fallen into it? 

Or is it likely that they would haye re- 
quired us to worſhip Chriſt, if he were 
only a mere Man, when one of the chiet 
Ends of Chriſtianity was to root out and 
geog. 3 which the Apoſtle * 

nes to be a VWorſbipping of ſuch for Gods, 
which by Nature - — Er 4 | 

Or with what Face could they be ſup- 
poſed ro condemn the Heathens, for 
worſhipping the Creature more, or beſides, 
the Creator, and exhort them to turn from 
vain Idols, to ſerve the Living Cod; it 

at 
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at the ſame time they themfelves intend- 
ed to ſet up a mere Creature to be Wor- 
ſnipd as Gd 

if we could once admit ſuch Thought 
as this, it muſt give us a very low. Opi- 
nion of them and their Writings, and raiſe 
in us a juſt ſuſpicion not only of their 
Inſpiration, but even their Integrity, which 
we have no manner of Reaſon or Co- 
lour for. Theſe Things therefore being 
conſidered; I think there is little ground 
for this Hypotheſis thus far. 5 

As for the other part of ib that relates 
to the Spirit, he is likewiſe ſo far from 
being repreſented as a mete Operation of 
the Father, chat he is not only ſpoken 
of as having perſonal Properties, Diſpo- 
ſitions and Operations; ſuch as Hearing, 
grieving, diſtriluting Gifts, and that too 
according to his own Will,” appointing Mi. 
niſters, teaching, leading; reprouing, and 
the like, which are all e n 
nal Diſtinctions. But, 

24ly, He is alſo ſpoken of in ſuch a 
manner as cannot be underſtood of the 
Father : For he is ſaid to zntercede for the 
Saints, and to be fent by the Father and 
the Son, and not to ſpeak of himſelf, but 
to ſpeak only what he hears; and our 
Saviour ſays, He ſhall receive of his: 
All which are abundant Tokens, that the 

K 4 Spirit 
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Spirit is not a mere Operatiom of the Fa- 
ther; becauſe to intercede, ta be ſent, to 
receive, and ſpeak as from aurther, ate 
Expreſſions not compatible to the Father. 
(Cee Peatſon an 7 be Creed, an the Ar tzcle 
of the Holy Gall.) ns 
-; From» theſe general Hints the Reader 
will: perceive, chat this  Hypatheſts has 
not any the leaſt Countenance from Scrip- 
enen 23a 1 en 1 
But notwithſtanding this, as rhe No- 
tion is very intelligible, the World has 
been; very eaſy in receiving it, fo that it 
ſpread very far in the Primitive Times, 
under the Management of thoſe elo- 
quent and;artful Men, who were the firſt 
Abettors of it: And tho it was abun- 
dantly confured in thoſe Days by Tertul- 
lian, Hypolitus, (if the Book we have be 
his) and more eſpecially by the famous 
Treatiſe of Euſebius; yer this it ſeems 
bas nor ſatisfied, but it has been dreſsd 
up afreſh in our Age by Secemus and his 
Followers. They have done ir with 
a deal of Att, and ſer it off with 
great Advantage; they have taken great 
pains to explain away thoſe Texts that 
are contradictory to it; but tis done with 
ſuch Force and ſtraining of Words, and 
ſuch Shifts and Evaſions, and far- fetch d 
Criticiſms, and their Explanations are ſo 
A 00 unrea- 


imelligibiy explain d. 137 


unteaſonable, hatſh and unnatural, that 
they generally need no other Confutation, 
but to be conſidered by an honeſt and 
impartial Mind: And if other Books 
were to be interpreted in the ſame manner, 
as they do Scripture, we muſt deſpair of 
ever coming at the true Meaning of any 
the plainel Writer in the World. ( See 


Stillingf. Vindicat. of the Doctrine of the 


Trinity, ch. 8. p. 121, Oc. Remarks on 
ſeveral Sacin, Writings by Mr. Luzancy. 
Thus much for this Hypotheſis. 


Of the Catholick, commonly called the 
Orthodox Hypotheſis. 

5 n 20 1605 OPRF v1 "BF 

Let us now conſider the laſt Nation 
of the Trinity, conceived under Three 
different and eternal Relations of the 
Deiry to it ſelf, ſubſiſting in the fame Eſ- 
ſence or Subſtance, which are commonly 
diſtinguiſh d by Three Subfiſtences. As 
theſe Subſiſtences are in the Divine 
Eſſence, ſo they are ſuppoſed ro co-exiſt 


with it from all Eternity: The Son, who 


is in Scripture calld The Word, is ſaid 
to have been Generated by an Erernal 
Communication of the whole Divine Eſ- 
fence to him, and the Spirit to proceed 
from Both after an ineffable manner. 


| This, 


Len 
138 The Scripture: Trinity 
This, tho! it is called an Explanation. 
of the Trinity, muſt be allowed to be 
altogether unintelligible to Humane Un- 
derſtandings: They who go about to ex- 
plain it . Emanations from the 
Divine Eſſence, like Light and Heat from 
the Sun, talk they know not what: Be- 
ſides, that this is direct Sabellianiſm (as 
has been ſhewn, p. 131.) tis obvious to 
every Capacity, that no ſuch Thing can 
be conceived of an Immaterial and Indi- 
viſible Being. Material Ideas may ſome- 
times ſerve as Similitudes to illuſtrate 
Things; but tis very abſurd to build 
Doctrines upon them, eſpecially in a 
Caſe where there can be no poſſible Re- 


ſemblance. 1  . 2 281 
Great Objections [have been made a. 
gainſt this Hypotheſis, as implying a 
Contradiction, and the Learned have not 
been wanting in ſuch proper Arguments 
as the Nature of the Thing will bear, to 
ſnew the Unreaſonableneſs of the Charge. 
They who have a mind to ſee what can 
be ſaid upon that Head, may peruſe Bi- 
ſhop & rilling fleet s Diſcourſe in V indication 
of the Doctrine of the Trinity, Ch. 5, 6. 
I will not interrupt the Thread pf my 
Argument in this Place by any ſuch in- 
tricate Speculation : We may depend up- 


on it in general, that if this be the Serip- 
| ture 
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ture Hypotheſis, it muſt be true, tho 
we cannot underſtand the Manner of it, 


and may have Objections againſt it that 


we cannot anſwer; and therefore it will 
be more to our Purpoſe in judging of 
this Notion, to have immediate recourſe 
to Scripture, and ſee how it agrees with 
that. nc, 2 

That the Father, Son and Spirit are 
Tliree Relative Subſiſtences in the ſame 
Eſſence is not pretended, as far as 1 can 
find, to be any where directly taught in 
Scripture, but only that it ariſes from it 
by neceſſary Confequence; and the Foun- 
dation on which it ſtands, I take to be 
this. | | 11 

The Scripture repreſents the Father, 
Son and Spirit, as Three Perſons, each 
having the Name, the Attributes, the 
Authority, and the Worſhip of God, and 
therefore each truly and properly God ; 
and how this can conſiſt with the Unity 
of the Godhead, is the Queſtion. 

Now there are but Three Hypotheſes, 
as has been ſhewn (p. 43-), to ſolve this 
by; either Father, Son and Spirit muſt 
be Three diſtin Beings; or the Son 
and Spirit muſt be only Operations of 
One Being the Father; or they muſt be 
Three Subſiſtences in the ſame Eſſence. 


To 
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To ſuppoſe the Father, Son and Spirit 
to be Three Beings, tis commonly 
thought will make them Three Gods; 
and therefore, tis concluded this muſt be 
falſe; and mere Modes of Operation; 
tis plain, they cannot be, for the Reaſons 
already mentioned; and therefore the 
Doctrine of Three Subſiſtences is the ne- 
ceſſary Conſequence. The two former 
Notions; being concluded Falſe, the Laſt 
is determined to be the True one. 
This I take to be the only Scripture 
Proof of this Hypotheſis thus far: But 
this is really no Proof at all; for tis all 
evidently built upon a falſe Bottom, rak- 
ing that for granted, which is not proved. 
It ſuppoſes the Twa former Hypotheſes 
falſe, which it does not appear they are. 
It ſuppoſes Three Perſons, conſidered as 
Three diſtin Beings, muſt neceſſarily 
.imply Three Gods: But this is a Con- 
ſequence I have ſhewn does not follow; 
having demonſtrated how Three diſtin 
Beings. may be ſo intimately united in 
One and the ſame Eſſence, as each to be 
truly God, and yet to be all but One and 
the Same God. And therefore, as this 
Notion is not certainly Falſe, as is ſup- 
poſed, the other is not neceſſarily and 
certainly True; and how poſlible ſoever 
it may be in ir ſelf, yet it does not ap 

pear 


228. 
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pear to be taught in Scripture, if rhis be 
the only way of proving it from thence. 
If there be any other way than this, it 
ſtands every one in ſtead to try and exa- 
mine it; all that J have ſeen is hut what 
[ have ſaid in other Words. 
Let us conſider Biſnop 'St#/ng fers 
Scripture Proof of it, no doubt he urges 
all that can be ſaid; and the Subſtance of 
what he ſays is this 
The Seripture aſſures us, ſays he, 
« that there are Three diſtinct Perſons, 
to whom the Divine Nature belongs, 
« and yet that there is but One Di- 
vine Eſſence? How can this Diſtinc- 
tion be? Not by Eſſential Attributes, 
« for thoſe muſt be in the Divine Eſſence, 
« and in every Perſon alike, ' otherwiſe 
he has not an intire Divine Nature. 
* 24ly, Tr cannot be by Accidents, as 
Men are diſtinguiſh'd from each other, 
« for the Divine Nature is not capable of 
« theſe. 3aly, It cannot be by feparate 
and divided Subſtances, for that would 
be inconſiſtent with the perfect Unity ol. 
the Godhead; and therefore it muſt be 
* by the mutual Relation they have to 
H each other, this being the only Diſtinc- 
tion that the Godhead is capable of; and 
* by Conſequence this muſt be the Scrip- 
ture Notion of it. (See Stillingfleer's D 
| courſe 


. courſe in Vindication of the Trinity, Pref, 
72 1 I, I 2.) * | 


Now would any Man think that a 
Doctrine which has been ſo long, and ſo 
univerſally received, and for the Denial 
of which ſo many Perſons have been 
ruined, anathemarized, and burnt, ſhould 
have no better Proof than this? That a 
Doctrine that is made neceſlary to Salva- 
tion ſhould ſtand upon ſo weak a Bot- 
tom? And yet the only Strength it de- 
pends upon is this, That all the fore- 
mention d Diſtinctions are abſurd and 
falſe, and that this is the only True One: 
Whereas it does not appear that they are 
Falſe; and therefore it does not follow 
that this is True. For we have before 
ſhewn, that Three divided Subſtances are 
not inconfiſtent with the Unity of the 
Godhead. Or if all the foregoing Di- 
ſtinctions were Falſe, it will not follow 
that this is True. For tho it be not re- 
pugnant to the Divine Nature to ſuppoſe 
fach Relations in it, yet it will not thence 
follow that this muſt be the Scripture 
Notion of the Trinity, unleſs we find it 
likewiſe not repugnant to Scripture : For 
if there be any thing ſaid of the Trinity 
in Scripture, which is nor conſiſtent with 
this Notion; however poſſible it may be 


in it ſelf, we are ſure it muſt be fo fat 


Falſe, 
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Falſe, as we are ſure it is not the Scrip- 
ture Notion. Whether this be inconſi- 
tent with Scripture we will conſider by 
and by: But, firſt, let us inquire a little 
farther, and ſee how Dr. TA proves 
this Docriae-c.> - 

The leartied- Dodtor has; ng con- 
ſidered this Point, and triumphs much 
upon the Authority it has from Seripture; 
and conſideting the Adverfary he has to 
deal withal, we may be ſure he has put 
it in the beſt Light ; ; and the Subſtance 
of what he ſays is this. CveWaccrland s 
Vindication, p. 331, G. 

By comparing Sbriptute, oe; he, 
* with Scripture, we find the Divine 
Unity is not an Unity of Perſon; we 
find there are more Perſons in God 
* than One; and ſince we axe not taught 
to call them Three Gods, they muſt be 


« but One, and therefore more cer 


« than One in the ſame Godhead. 


But this Conſequence is falſe; for 4 


does by no means follow; that becauſe 
Three Perſons. are One God, they mul 
be therefore in the ſame Godhead. 

It does indeed certainly follow, that 


becauſe more Perſons are One God, they 


are ſome way or other united in the Same 
One Godhead; and if there be no other 
way of Union but by ſubfiſting in the 

Divine 
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Divine Eſſence, as the Doctor ſuppoſes, 
then his Argument is true; but it t 
be another more intelligible and more ra- 
tional way as I have ſhewn, then his 
Argument is falſe. © - | 
More Perſons in One God, and One Gua 
n more Perſons, are very different Pro- 
poſirions ; and this difference ought well 
to be conſidered and examined, accord- 
ing to the Raule of Scripture, before we 
can conclude which is the Scripture Doc- 
ae er Wai. 11 ela 
For, as I have ſhewn, (p. 1, 2.) no- 
thing can be ſaid to be proved from 
Seripture, but what is aſſerted there di- 
rectly, or follows ftom it by neceſſary 
Conſequence, and that only is a neceſ- 
fary Conſequence; where there is ſuch 
Connexion of one Propoſition with ano- 
ther, thar' one cannot be True without 
the other: But there is no ſuch Connexion 
in this Caſe; for, as I ſaid; it does by 
no means follow, that if Three Perſons 
are One God, they muſt be in the God- 
head, becauſe there is another way mote 
natural, mote eaſy and inrelligible, by 
Which the Perſons may be One God, vis 
by God's being united to them; and till 
this latter is proved by Scripture to be 
Falſe, the other cannot be ſaid ro be the 


This 


only Truth. | 
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This appears to me to be as clear as 


the Sun; and therefore whoſoever has 


built his Faith upon this bottom, that 
this Hypotheſis of Three Perſons in One 
Eſſence is the only Scripture Doctrine, 
without any better Proof for it than what 
the learned Doctor urges, he has ſo far 
built upon the Sand. 1 15 

But, 24ly, this Hypotheſis of Three 
Perſons ſubſiſting in the Divine Eſſence, 
is thought not ſufficiently founded on 


Scripture, not only as it is not proved 


from it, but as it is directly contrary to 
it. For, according to this Hypotheſis, as 
all the Three Perſons are but One Eſ- 
ſence or Being, .they are but One in Na- 
ture, Knowledge, Will, Glory, Preſence, 
Power and Operation, never ſeparate, 
never aſunder, diſtin without Diviſion, 
united without Confufion, as the learned 
Dr. Materland expreſſes it; and by Con- 
ſequence, what is ſpoken or underſtood 
of either, is equally to be underſtood of 


all. This is what all allow, and is ſuf- 


ficiently proved p. 39. 

But this — to be directly contra- 
ry to what is ſaid of the Three Perſons in 
Scripture, as I have already ſhewn (p. 46, 
47, Cc.) For there the Three Perſons are 
plainly repreſented as acting ſeparate- 
ly, and the Son and Spirit dependently, 

L having 
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having different Knowledge, Will, Glory, 
Power and Operations; the Son and Spi- 
rit doing thoſe Things that are not poſ- 

ſible to be done by the Father. 

The Son is ſaid to be Incarnate, and not 
the Father or Spirit; the Father is repreſent- 
ed as ſpeaking from Heaven, whilſt the Spi. 
rit deſcends on the Son in the Shape of a 
Dove; which implies a ſeparate Operation. 
The Son and Spirit are ſaid to & /ent 
from the Father, and the Spirit to be ſent 
from Both; which implies an Inferiority 
of Power: The Son /eaves the Father, 
and the Glory he had with him, and comes 
down from Heaven, not to do his own Will, 
lat to fulfil the Commandment of his Fa- 
ther; and the Spirit is ſaid to znterced? 
with the Father. And as none of this can 
be ſpoken of the Father at all, fo it ma- 
nifeſtly ſhews a Diſtinction in their very 
Nature and Beings, and the Son and 
Spirit dependent in their Power and Ope» 
ration; ſo that this Hypotheſis ſeems di- 

rectly contrary to Scripture. 

And how do we account for this? The 

learned Dr. Waterland, when he is preſs d 

with this Objectionby his Adverſary, gives 

Three Anſwers to it, (p.289, 290, Def.) 

Firſt, He proves the Equality of the 
Three Perſons, in which the Scripture is 


as plain as poſlible ; and from thence he 
infers 
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infers the impoſſibility, that they can be 
capable of Inferiority and Dependance: 
But this is no Anſwer at all, becauſe his 
Adverſaries have the ſame Proof of the 
Inferiority, as he has of the Equality; 
and therefore this proves nothing on 
either Side, but may be urged with equal 
Strength on Both. And beſides, it does 
by no means follow, that becauſe they 
are equal in one Reſpect, they are not 
inferior in another; which I have ſhewn 
they may be, and how. 

24ly, He affirms that it is an Abſurdi- 
ty to fay, that a Delegation of Power 
implies an Inferiority of Nature in the 
Perſons, becauſe it does not imply this 


in Men; as if the Caſe were the ſame 


with Men as with God, whoſe Nature 
and Power is the fame: The Abſurdity 
ſeems to lie on the Doctor's fide. 

34ly, He anſwers, That the Inferiority 
is only a Subordination of Order, tho' 
the Texts prove an Inferiority of Know- 
ledge, Will, Glory, Power and Opera- 
tion, and this too as plainly as poſſible. 

4thly, The laſt way of accounting for 
it is, by ſaying, that it cannot be ac- 
counted for; that is, tis ſuch an Ob- 
jection as cannot be anſwered. The 
Divine Adminiſtration, ſays he, and 
* the wonderful Oeconomy of the Three 

| L 2 
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* . Perſons, with their Order of Afting, is 
« what we cannot preſume perfettly to 
“ underſtand ; nor can any certain Argu- 
« ment be drawn againſt a Thing from our 
& imperfect and inadequate Conception of 
% f. I will make no unhandſome Re- 
flexion upon this, but only beg leave to 
ask the learned Doctor, and all thoſe 
that make uſe of this way of Reaſoning, 
Whether they do not expect that every 
Explication of a Scripture Doctrine ſhould 
be intirely underſtood, and perfectly a- 
gree in all Reſpects with Scripture, ſo as 
to anſwer all Objections that are drawn 
from it; and whether we have not reaſon 
to think ſuch an Explication falſe, that 
does not ſo agree with Scripture ? If ſo, 
is it a reaſonable Anſwer in this Caſe, 
when this Explication of the Trinity is 
examined, and ſhewn to be diſagreeable 
to Scripture, and therefore not true, to 
ſay, that we cannot preſume to under- 
ſtand the Divine Adminiſtration? If you 
cannot preſume to underſtand this, why 
do you pretend to fay it is not ſo, as 
we ſay the Scripture repreſents it? If 
you expect we ſhould- ſubſcribe to your 
Explication of the Scripture, we may 
juſtly expect you ſhould ſhew us how 
it will anſwer all that is ſaid in Scripture 
of what it pretends to explain. 


I 
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I freely own, that the Truth of a Do- 
Arine does not depend upon its Nature, 
but its Evidence; and if T have ſufficient 
Evidence to prove it true, I ought to be- 
lieve it tho never ſo myſterious; but I 
am not required to believe any thing 
without Evidence, merely becauſe it is 
myſterious. What is delivered in Scrip- 
ture J am ſure is true, as it comes from 
God, that cannot deceive; bur Explica- 
tions. of Scripture are not ſo certain: And 
tho I ought not to reject a Doctrine 
plainly revealed there, tho T have never 
ſo many Objections againſt it, yet the 
Caſe is otherwiſe with Explications; the 
unanſwerable Difficulties that attend them 
are very good Reaſons to reject them as 
falſe. To apply this; The Diſpute in this 
Caſe is not againſt the Trinity, but the 
Explication of it; and we expect Expli- 
cations ſnould not only be plain and eaſy, 
but ſhould agree with all that's ſaid of 
the Trinity in Scripture, and if they are 
contrary to any thing that is ſaid of it 
there, we are ſo far ſure thoſe Explica- 
tions are falſe; and ſince this Hypotheſis 
is contrary to many Texts of Scripture, 
which it cannot by any Means account 
for, it muſt be for this Reaſon a falſe 
Hypotheſis. 
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Again, 2dly, If it be true that the 
Three Perſons are but One Being, and 
what is ſpoken of either is ſpoken of 
all, then this Hypotheſis cannot be a- 
greeable to Scripture, and therefore not 
true; becauſe what is ſpoken of each 
Perſon in Scripture, cannot poſſibly be 
ſpoken of all: For as the Father is ſaid 
to beget, the Son to be begotten, and 
the Spirit to proceed; as the Father ſends, 
the Son and Spirit are ſent, and are ſaid 
to pray and intercede with the Father; 
ſo they muſt All beget and All be begot- 
ten, and All ſend, and All be ſent, and 
all pray, and all be pray'd to at the 
ſame Time, and in the ſame Act; which 
is abſurd : And yet this is ſuch an Abſur- 
dity as neceſſarily follows from this Hy- 
pothefis, and therefore we muſt conclude 
it cannot poſſibly be true. i 
When any thing is ſaid in Scripture of 
the Son that is not compatible with his 
Divinity, we think this a ſufficient Rea- 
ſon to conclude that it cannot be ſpoken 
of it, but that we ought to underſtand it 
of his Humanity: and by the ſame Rea- 
ſon, when ſuch things are ſpoken of the 
Son and Spirit as cannot be ſpoken of 
the Divine Eſſence, we muſt eonclude 
them ſpoken of ſomething elſe; and yet 
that theſe things we have mentioned 


can - 
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cannot be ſpoken of the Divine Eſſence, 
we are as ſure, as we are ſure that God is 
One ſimple Indiviſible Being. 
When the learned Dr. //aterland is 
preſs'd with this Objection, he anſwers 
much in the ſame manner as before; and 
if it be allow d ſufficient, no Objection 
whatever can be of any Force. He tells 
us in Effect, that ſuch Difficulties as theſe 
are what we ought not to meddle with, 
but muſt ſwallow his Hypotheſis with- 
out chewing, how contradictory ſoever 
it appears. This, I fay, is in effect his 
Anſwer. ©& Creatures of Teſterday, ſays 
« he, are not able to ſearch into the deep 


Things of God, and it becomes pious and 
” Pam. 4 


le Minds to ſubmit their Fancies 
% and Preſumptions to divine Revelation, 
content to ſee through a Glaſs darkly, 
« til] the Time comes to know God per- 
e feftly, and to ſee him as he is. Wa- 
nds Defence, p. 360. This is the 
Subſtance of his Words. „ 
But is this Abſurdity only a Fancy and 
Preſumption 2 No, tis an evident and 
undeniable Contradiction, Which we fee 
as clearly as we ſee any Thing. Or is 
it an Objection againſt any Part of Reve- 
lation 2 No, 'tis no revealed Doctrine 
we diſpute, bur a Humane Explication 


of it; and we are examining whether it 
L-4 be 
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be true or not; and the Reaſon we offer 
why we think it falſe is, that it implies 
a Contradiction to Scripture; and is it 
a Token of a pious and humble Mind 
to believe Contradictions? 

When the learned Doctor charges the 
Arians with Contradictions, does not he 
think that a ſufficient Objection againſt 
their Hypotheſis? And may not they 
give the very ſame Anſwer as the Doctor 
does, when they are pinched with un- 
anſwerable Abſurdities: Nay, will not 
the ſame Anſwer ſerve for Tranſubſtan- 
tiatiun? When a Papiſt tells me, that 
this is my Body, muſt be underſtood of 
the real Body of Chriſt. If I object and 
ſay, it is abſurd to explain it ſo, becauſe 
in the Nature of Things it is impoſſible; 
he may preſently anſwer, Creatures of 
Tefterday muſt not pretend to ſearch the 
deep Things of God, &c. but we ſhould 
humbly watt for — in that Mat- 
ter till another World. Would any Man 
think this a ' ſufficient Anſwer ? No, 
we are ſure this Explication is falſe, as 
we are {ure it is contrary to the natural 
Notion of a Body: and by the ſame Rea- 
ſon, if this Hypotheſis implies any Ab- 
ſurdity, as we, have already ſhewn it 
does, we are ſo far ſure it muſt be falſe, 
as we are ſure Contradictions cannot be 
| crue: 
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true: And tis in vain to wait for a Time 
when Contradictions ſhall be made true. 

I think therefore we may conclude 
with certainty, that this is not a Scripture 
Hypotheſis. Ta 7 

Bur ſuppoſing it never ſo agreeable to 


Scripture ; ſince there is another Hypo- 


theſis, which we have delivered before, 


that puts in a Claim to the like Autho- 


rity ; let us, in the next place, compare 
theſe Two together, and ſee which has 
the faireſt Prerence to it: And as we have 
before laid down ſome Rules for the 
more certain Interpretation of Scripture, 
which JI preſume will not be denied by 
reaſonable Men, let us try how each will 


_ agree with them. 


The firſt of theſe Rules is, that no- 
thing is to be look'd upon as proved from 
Scripture, but what is either taught di- 
rely in it, or follows from it by neceſ- 
ſary Conſequence: But this Hypotheſis 
we have ſhewn has no Pretence to either; 
whilſt the other is confirmed by it in 


eyery Particular; in Words as plain and 


expreſs as poſſible, interpreted in the 
plaineſt manner; inſomuch, that no rea- 
ſonable Man can doubt but that the Three 
Perſons are Three diſtinct Beings, and 
that their Godhead conſiſts in their Union 
with the Father, who dwells in _— 
an 


N 
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and acts in and by them, if the natural 
Senſe of Words, is to be regarded; and 
if it be a Miſtake, the Scripture ſo natu- 
rally leads us into it, that it is hard to 
find Terms, if it had been true, more 
full and ſtrong to expreſs it by. 

The next Rule for explaining Scrip- 
ture is, to compare the ſeveral Senſes of 
ir one with another, to ſee which is moſt 
eaſy, natural and intelligible, to ignorant 
as well as learned Men, beſt agrecing 
with the natural Meaning of the Words, 
not contrary to the Context, and other 
Parts of Scriprure. And will the Catho- 
lick Hypotheſis anſwer in this reſpect? 
Is it ſuch an Explication as is natural 
and intelligible > Every one underſtands 
that One Being may be ſo united with 
anorher, as to become One with it ; and 
that a Creature may be called God, by 
being united ro the Godhead; and thar 
Three diſtin Beings may be One God, 
by vertue of ſuch Union. But Three Sub- 
ſiſtences in One Eſſence, One eternally 
generated by Another, and a Third e- 
ternally proceeding from Both, is the 
moſt ſtrain'd and amazing Imagination 
in the World, and is ſo far from being 
intelligible, that no Man pretends to un- 
derſtand it. | 
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Is it conceivable to any Underſtand- 
ing, that a diſtinct Perſon ſhould not 
have a diſtinct and ſeparate Being; and 
that One Being ſhould be Three Perſons, 
and thoſe Three Perſons Three diſtinct 
Intelligent Agents; and yet not be Three 
diſtinct Intelligences and Three diſtinct 
Agents, and yet cannot act diſtinctly and 
ſeparately; and each of the Three di- 
ſtint Agents Eternal, and yet not Three 
diſtinct Eternals; the Father firſt, the Son 
ſecond, the Spirit third, and yet neither 
afore nor after another? Is this a na- 
tural Interpretation? 

Or is it conceivable that God can com- 
municate his Eſſence at all? ( ſee Prop. 2.) 
No. Much leſs is it conceivable that he can 
communicate his whole Eſſence, that is 
his very Indiviſible Self, to Another, by 
which he becomes a Father; and yet that 
Other, the Son, be from all Eternity the 
very ſame One Being with himſelf; and 
that the Son, as a diſtinct Perſon from 
the Father thus generated by him, ſhould 
be God of God ; that is, God diſtinct 
from the God he is of, and yet not be a 
diſtin God; and that the Son, as One 
and the Same Indiviſible Being with the 
Father, ſhould be all that the Father is, 
and yet not be Self exiſtent, and do all 
that the Father does, and not Beget n 

we 
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well as be Begotten. Theſe are Things 
altogether inconceivable. 
But how difficult ſoever this Hypothe- 
ſis is in this reſpect, does it better ac- 
count for what is ſaid of the Three Per- 
ſons in Scripture? No. If the Son be 
One and the Same Being with the Fa- 
ther, when the Son is ſaid to be with 
God, to be ſent by and from him, and to 
be a Mediator between God and Sinners; 
what is this but a being with himpelf, a 
being ſent by and from himſelf, and being 
a Mediator between Sinners and himelf ! 
And whenſoever the Son is ſaid to be 
ſent From the Glory of the Father, and 
prays to be admitred to his Glory again; 
according to this Hypotheſis, he is all 
the Time in the ſame Glory he ever had, 
or ever can have, and is the very Being 
he prays to. Calling this one Being by 
Three ſeveral Names, will not help us at 
all: For tho' by theſe Three Names we 
mean Three Perſons, yet is it intelligible 
how they can be more than Names, ſo 
long as they are not diſtin and ſepa- 
rate Agents, and are allowed to be but 
One Simple Being? NA 
Are not theſe real and unaccountable 
Difficulties? If not, is there any thing 
like this on the other Side? Do any of 
theſe Objections lie againſt that 5 Is 
there 
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there any the leaſt ſuſpicion of Abſurdi- 
ty in it? And is it not natural and obvi- 
ous, built upon plain Texts of Scripture ? 
And does ir not account for every Thing 
with Eaſe, without Art, or Criticiſms, or 
forced Diſtinctions, or flying to Myſtery 
for Refuge? And is it not ſo plain, that 
every Ruſtick may underſtand it, and ſee 
the Reaſonableneſs of it? And if this be 
a Rule to judge of Truth by, I appeal to 
common Senſe for the Verdict. 


If any Man ſhall reply to this, That 
Difficulties ought not to be regarded in 
this Caſe, any more than in the Eternity 
and Omnipreſence of God, * I have in 
a great meaſure anſwered this already : 
All that TI ſhall add to it is, that the 
Caſe is not the ſame. We are as ſure of 
the Eternity and Omnipreſence of God, 
as we are ſure of his Being, and twould 
be very impertinent to argue againſt what 
we know, becauſe we know it but im- 
perfectly; and for want of better Know- 
ledge, are not able to account for all 
Things relating to it. | 

And were we as ſure of the Truth of 


this Doctrine of Three Subſiſtences in 
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* Dr. Waterland, Query 21. 
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the ſame Divine Eſſence, the Argument 
would hold inthis Caſe. But we have no 
manner of Aſſurance of this: The Scrip- 
ture has taught us no ſuch thing; nay, 
the Scripture has evidently taught us the 
contrary: And therefore, if it has any 
Foundation, it muſt be in Reaſon ; and if 
fo, theſe Difficulties are very properly 
objected, as being ſufficient to prove it 
unreaſonable, in that it is inconceivable 
and unaccountable. | 

Bur had ir been really countenanced 
from Scripture, ſince here is another Hy- 
potheſis that pleads for the fame Thing, 
all Difficulties ought to be examined 
carefully; for even Dr. Waterland himſelf 
allows, that Truth is moſt likely to be of 
that Side that has the leaſt and feweſt 
Objections of this kind. (Vaterland, Def, 
p. 27, 28.) | 

Bur, 24ly, againſt what has been ſaid 
it may be farther argued, that all theſe 
Difficulties ought not ro be regarded as 
of any Force againſt this Hypotheſis, be- 


cauſe this is what is taught by the an- 


cient Fathers, and is countenanced by the 
whole Stream of Antiquity for at leaſt 
1400 Vears. But if this be a good way 
of arguing, the Truth of a Doctrine is 
not to be meaſured by its Nature or Evi- 
dence, but its Age; and if fo, it _ 
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have been much for the Advantage of 
this Hypotheſis, that it had been a little 
Older: 1400 Years indeed is a very long 
3 if it began no ſooner, this 


is not the true Antiquity; nor is this a 


greater Argumnens of its Truth, than if ir 
had began bur Yeſterday. 
But what is this whole Stream of An- 


tiquity we talk of? Was the whole Pri- 


mitive Church agreed in this Hy potheſis? 
As far as I can ſee they knew nothing 
of it, (at leaſt for the greateſt part of the 


Two firſt Centuries) as we have dreſs'd 


it up; and Dr. Waterland has very wiſely 
bed its Duration from the Third. And 
was it ſo univerſally agreed, that there 
was no Oppoſition 2 No. We know Sa- 
bellianiſm began very early. Praxeas 
was an Aſian, and whether he preach'd 
it in his own Country I do not find ; bur 
in the latter End of the Second Century 
he vented it at Rome, and we are told it 
had been taught before by others; 
nay, and we are ſure it prevailed very 
much both in the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Churches for 100 Years together: Great 
and warm were the Diſputes about it, 
till Ar;zaniſm took up the Ball; and 
then a new Ferment aroſe, which turn- 
ed the Waters of Contention into ano- 
ther Stream. 


What 


( 
| 


11 
1 : 
1 
14 
1 
0 
11 
l 
f 
i 
14 
} 


160 The Scripture-Trimty 
What Feuds this occaſioned, and how 
far and wide this ſpread, no one can be 
ignorant, that knows any' thing of the 
ancient Hiſtory: Ir prevailed not only 
among the Laity, but the Clergy ; vaſt 
Numbers of Biſhops came in to it; and 
Twas not only confirmed by ſeveral Coun- 
cils, bur ſat in the Seat of Orthodoxy for 
many Years. And muſt all this go for 
nothing in Antiquity 2 Tis cettain theſe 
Herefies may ſo far be faid to be older 
than this Hypotheſis, as the Latter of 
them was the very Root from whence 
one main Article of it grew; and we had 
never heard of Eternal Generarion but 
for thar, ar leaſt in the Senfe we uſually 
underſtand ir. 25 
What then is to be meant hy the whole 
Stream of Antiquity, I cannot imagine; 
unleſs it be that this Hypothefis has ge- 
nerally had the ſtrongeſt Side, has been 
received by moſt, and laſted longeſt. 
If chis be the Meaning of it, tis very 
true, But is this a Rule to judge of 
Truth by? Are there no ſuch Things as 
very ancient Errors ? And will ir be any 
Argument of the Truth of Popery a 
Thouſand Years hence, (if that and the 
World ſhould laſt ſo long,) that it has 
had the Stream of Antiquity for ſo many 
Hundred Years ? 
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'Tis true indeed, it may be ſaid that 
Popery is a modern Thing, ſet up but in 
later Ages; but the Antiquity of this 
Hypotheſis begins its Date not above 
309 Years from the Apoſtles: And this 
was ſo near their Time, that the Chri- 
ſtians of that Age had much better Op- 
portunities of coming to the Apoſtles 
Meaning than others at a greater Di- 
ſtance; and as they were wiſe and good 
Men chat received it, who would rather 
have loſt their Lives, than admit of any 
Error, what has ſatisfied them, tis very 


reaſonable ſhould ſatisfy us. ( Waterlana, 
p. 460.) : 

Bur in anſwer to this, I fay, it does 
not appear that they who lived 300 Years 
after the Apoſtles, had any better Oppor- 
tunity of knowing the Meaning of the 
Apoſtles, than other After-Ages had, or 
have. 

There are but Three ways of coming 


at their Meaning that I can think of, 


and they are either by immediate Reve- 
lation, or general Tradition, or the Na- 
tural Senſe of their own Words: If they 
had it by the Firſt of theſe, then they 
were as infallible as the Apoſtles, bur no 
Man pretends to plead for this : And 


the ſecond, there is no appearance of 


Proof 
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Proof for: For if there had been any 
ſuch general Tradition in the Church from 
the Apoſtles, as we muſt conceive it to 
be very well known, ſo probably it muſt 
be beſt and moſt generally known and 
underſtood in the next immediate Ages 
after the Apoſtles ; and if ſo, tis natural 
to expect that the Writers of thoſe Ages 
ſhould all expreſs themſelves alike in this 
great and important Doctrine, which 
they are ſuppoſed to underſtand ſo well ; 
bur tis evident they do not, but they 
differ very much from one another, and 
as I obſerved before, very often from 
rhemſelves ; ſo that *tis very probable 
they had no ſettled Explication of it. 
And tis very ſtrange that the Fourth Cen- 
rury ſhould have a better Opportunity of 
knowing the Tradition of the Apoltles 
Doctrines, if there was any, than thoſe 
that went before them; and yet this they 
muſt do, if this Hypotheſis was the Apo- 
ben Doctrine, and was not known be- 
ore. | 
We may conclude therefore, they ha 
no other way coming to the Senſe of the 
Apoſtles, but by the natural Meaning 
of their Words, as we have; and whe- 
ther they are better Interpreters of Scrip- 
ture than our modern Divines are, 1 "4 
er 
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fer it to the Judgment of thoſe very 
Men, who make ſuch a Buſtle with 
them. 

Bur let their Abilities and Opportu- 
nities of knowing the Apoſtles Mean- 
ing be what they will, unleſs it be af- 
ſerted they were infallible, and could not 
be deceived in their Meaning, how are 
we ſure they were not? If we could be 
ſure of this, we ought in all Caſes ro have 
recourſe to them, and fit down implicit- 
ly in their Determination, how weak 
ſoever it may appear. But if this be 
too abſurd for any Proteſtant to aſſert, 
then what ſignifies the Authoriry of the 
Fathers, more than the Judgment of other 
wiſe Men, if when we conſult them, we 
are not obliged to ſubmit to them, any 
farther than they appear to our own Ap- 
prehenſions, to ſpeak what is right and 
reaſonable ? | 

But you'll fay, we ought to pay more 
particular regard to their Opinions, in that 
they were not only wiſe and good Men, 
that would not willingly admir an Error ; 
bur in this Caſe we are ſure they did nor 
take up their Opinion raſhly, but after 
ſtrict Examination, after the Point had 
been long diſputed. 
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But this I take to be ſo far from an 
Argument in favour of this Hypotheſis, 
that it is the very contrary : It had been 
much more likely to be True, if it had 
been received without Diſpute, conſider- 
ing how thoſe Diſputes were managed : 
For every one knows, that when a Con- 
troverſy is once eſpouſed by Parties, 
Pride, Paſſion and Intereſt ſoon get into 
the Quarrel ; and as Things of this kind 
are generally determin d by Majority, ſo 
when Paſſion and Prejudice run high, this 
Majority is not always influenc'd by 
Truth, but too often by a Zeal to carry 
their Point, and defeat and ſuppreſs theit 
Adverſaries: We have Inſtances enough 
of this. Whether it was ſo in the preſent 
Caſe, I will nor ſay, there is room enough 
to ſuſpect it might be ſo; for perhaps 
there was never any thing carried on 
with more Heat and Bitterneſs, than this 
very Controverſy was on both Sides: 
Ignominy, Anathema's, and Perſecution, 
were the certain Portion of either, as the 
other got uppermoſt. And tho' the 
Athanaſians got the better at laſt, yet 
they were each Orthodox in their Turn, 
according as they had Power to ſupport 
themſelves. The Arians held it for above 
30 Years, and had not the Civil Power 

| | turned 
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turned againſt them, they might, for 
ought I know, have done ſo till this 
Time. For when any Doctrine has once 
taken Root, and is ſettled by the ru- 
ling Powers, however Falſe it may be 
in it ſelf, twill naturally be received for 
Truth. * DNN 
For the generality of the World do not 
take up their Opinions from a rational 
Conviction of their being true, but they 
implicitly believe them ſo. As every So- 
ciety, as I have already obſerved, have 
a Set of Notions, to which their Honours 
and Preferments are annex d, ſo their 
Children are taught to believe them 
from their Cradles; and as tis their 
Zuſineſs to find out Arts to explain 
them into Credibility, ſo any little 
Diſtinction ſhall ſerve the Turn, when 
tis their Intereſt it ſhould do ſo: 
And on the other Hand; what any So- 
ciety injoins, it uſually ſupports by pro- 
per Penalties and Diſcouragements, in 
eaſe of Oppoſition or Non-conformity ; 
ſo that when Error has at any time got 
into the Chair, what probable Hope can 
there ever be for Truth to gain any Ad- 
mittance againſt the ſtrongeſt Confidera- 
tions poſlible in this World ; the Fear of 
Perſecution on the one Hand, and rhe 
M 3 Pre- 
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Prejudice of Education and Intereſt on 
the other. We know ſeveral Churches 
where Error is eſtabliſh'd ; and as this is 
the foot upon which it ſtands, ſo pro- 
bably twill ſtand to the End of the 
World, according to the natural Courſe 
of Things: And therefore there can be 
no concluding any Doctrine to be True, 
merely for having been long received, 
fince this is what Error may plead for it 
ſelf, and yet be but Error ſtill. Tis cer- 
tain, ſome of the Seeds even of Popery 
were ſown in that very Age, in which the 
learned Dr. Waterland begins the Date of 
this Hypotheſis; and that particular Cu- 
{tom of Praying for the Dead, which is 
condemned by the Church of England, 
was ſo general among the Ancients, that, 
as the learned Mr. Thorndike obſerves, 
no Beginning can be affigned to it, no 
Time, no Part of the Church where it 
was not uſed. Epil. to the Trag. of the 
Ch. Book 3. c. 29. 

To ſum up all in one Word: The Sctip- 
ture is the Rule of Faith, and the Doc- 
trines of the Fathers are not to be e- 
ſteemed the Apoſtles Doctrines, any far- 
ther than they agree with them: And as 
we are to judge of this for our ſelves, 
ſince the Catholick Hypotheſis is ſhewn 

| 0 
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to be not only not founded on Scripture at 
all, but is directly contrary to it, and at- 


tended with a Crowd of inſuperable Dif · 


ficulties, we have all the Reaſon in the 
World to think it is not the Apoſtles 
Doctrine. And therefore, tho the learn- 
ed Dr. Vaterland could bring all the Fa- 
thers to vouch for it, as probably he will 
not be able to do by many, yet what would 
all this ſignify, but only to ſhew, that 
there have been a great many wiſeand 
good Men of his Mind, and all equally 
miſtaken, none agreeing with the Scrip- 
_ whatever they do with one ano- 
ther. ? 

There is one Objection more againſt 
this Hyporheſis, that I ſhall juſt mention, 
and it is this ; Whether this be not really 
the true Sabellianiſin? 

For if Father, Son and Spirit be bur 
One Being, One Mind, without diffe- 
rence in Thought or Operation, they can 
be only diſtinguiſh'd in our Conception. 
And tho? there may be ſomething real in 
the Divine Nature, anſwerable to theſe 
Conceptions in us; ſo there is a real Light 
and Heat in the Subſtance of the Sun, as 
the Sabellians explain d it, ( Epiph. Fer. 
62.) and yet they are but the ſame Sun 
under different reſpects. 

M 4 This 
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This Charge of Sabellianiſin is all a- 
long hinted at by Dr. Clarke in his Serip- 
ture-Trinity ; and tis profeſſedly main- 
tained by a learned Author in a late lit- 
tle * Treatiſe, to which I refer the 
Reader. -* |. x 
T ſhall not think my ſelf obliged to 
juſtify this Charge, as to its being the 
true Doctrine of the d abellians; my Con- 
cern is only whether it be true or falſe, 
and if it be true, I care not what Name 
we call it by. But however, if the Ob- 
ſervations of the foreſaid learned Author 
ſhall appear, upon Inquiry, to be of 
Weight, the World may naturally con- 
clude from hence, how little they ought 
to be frighted with Names, when that 
which is one time condemned for Hereſy, 
is afterwards made a neceſſary Article of 
Faith, by the general Conſent of the 
whole Body of Divines. See an Extraci 
of this Treatiſe in the Appendix. 
_ Againſt all that has been ſaid in Op- 
poſition to the Catholick Hypotheſis, it 
may be urged in behalf of it, chat if this 
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- See a true Account and Confutation of the DoArine 
pf the Sabellians. London, Printed by John Baker 
at the Black- Boy in Pater- noſter-Row. 1716. 
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Hypotheſis be not true, the Church has 
been all along without the true Faith, and 
by conſequence, has not been a true 
Church; and if a true Faith be neceſſary 
to Salvation, there is as great a Neceſhi- 
ry of a new Revelation, as there was at 
firſt for any. | | 

But in anſwer to this, it may be ob- 
ſerved, that tho this Hypotheſis ſhould 
in ſome Reſpect be falſe; yet it is not 
lo in any Matter of Importance, or in 
any thing relating ro Salvation. =. 

The Doctrinal Part of it is all true, 
and the Error of it is only in the Madus 
of the Doctrine. It agrees with the 
Scripture in teaching, that Father, Son, 
and Spirit are diſtinti Perſons, each of 
them God, and that all Three are but 
One and the ſame Being: The Error of 
it, if it be one, is only in the Notion of 
Three Perſons ſubſiſting in the Divine 
Eſſence, the Son eternally generated, and 
the Spirir proceeding ; which whether it 
be true or not, we are not concerned: 
We have no Revelation about it, nor does 
our Salvation and Happineſs depend up- 
on it: And there can be no need of a2 
new Revelation to ſet us right in a Matter 
of mere Philoſophv and Speculation, in 
which we may be miſtaken without Blame 
vr Danger. S0 


170 The Scripture- Trinity 
So that if we regard only the general 
Doctrine of the Catholicks, in this they 
are and have been always right; and in 
this the New Hypothefis agrees with 
them perfectly: Tis the Modus of it on- 
ly that they differ in; and which gives 
the beſt Account of this, moſt conſiſtent 
with Reaſon and Scripture, is the Que- 
ſtion in Diſpute ; and this I leave every 
Man to determine for himſelf, by com- 
paring them impartially together, and 
confidering ſincerely their reſpective Evi- 
dence. | 

Thus have I brought the Reader thro 
this intricate Maze, and given him a 
View into this dark Diſpute, which has 
ſo long vex'd and diſturb'd the Church; 
and this I have done in ſo plain a man- 
ner, that every one may be able eaſily to 
Judge on which Side the Truth muſt 

e. 

We have here Five Hypotheſes ſet 
before us, if I ſhould not rather call 
them Four. 

The Firſt is intirely New, and (as far 
as I can learn) unheard of; and how- 
ever prejudiced ſome may be againſt ir, 
barely upon that account, yet it ſeems 
ro be the moſt rational, and is certainly 
the leaſt difficult of them all. * 1 

ave 


intelligibly explain d. 171 
have this farther to add in favour of it, 
that if it be but allowed poſſible, much 
more probable, all the other -Hypotheſes 
muſt be Falſe, or at leaſt are not certainly 
True. For they are all founded upon 
this ſingle Suppoſition, that there is no 
poſſible way of accounting for the Tri- 
nity, but that upon which they each 


are built; whereas this Hypotheſis ſhews 
the contrary. 


The Sabelhians, for inſtance, and Soci- 
nians, take it for granted, that there is 
but One Perſon God, who is the Father; 
and therefore if the Son and Spirit be 
really God, they muſt be the very Per- 
ſon the Father; and from hence they 
conclude they cannot be diſtin Perſons, 
bur only different Manifeſtations of the 
Power and Wiſdom of the Father, that 
is, different Modes of Operation only: 
But my Scheme demonſtrates, that this 
does not follow; bur on the contrary, 
that tho' the Godhead is but One Per- 
ſon, and tho' the Son and Spirit are 
each truly God, they are nevertheleſs 
diſtin Perſons; and if my Account of 
this be poſſible, then this Hypotheſis 
cannot be true. 

The Arian alſo takes it for granted, 
that there is but One Perſon God, who 
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is the Father, and that the Son and Spi- 
rit are not mere Modes of Operation, but 
diſtin Perſons from the Father; and 
from hence they conclude they are not 
really God, as the Father is, becauſe 
then there muſt be more Gods than 
One. But my Scheme demonſtrates that 
this does not follow; but on the con- 
trary, that tho there is but One Per- 
ſon God, who is the Father, and tho 
the Son and Spirit are diſtinct Perſons 
from the Father, yet they may be God 
in the ſame Senſe the Father is, and 


yet there be but One God; and if my 


Account of this be poſſible, then this 
Hypotheſis cannot be true. 

The Athanaſian or Catholick Hypo- 
theſis takes it for granted, that tho 
there is but One Being God, and tho 
the Father, Son and Spirit are diſtinct 


Perſons, yet they are each truly God; 


and from hence they infer, that the Unity 
of the Godhead is not an Unity of Per- 
ſons, but that there are more Perſons ſub- 
ſiſting in the ſame One Being or God- 
head. But my Scheme demonſtrates that 
this does not follow; but on the contrary, 
that tho' the Father, Son and Spirit are 
diſtin&t Perſons in their own Nature, 
and each of them truly God, yet there is 

| never- 
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nevertheleſs but One Being God, and but 
One Perſon in the Godhead ; and if my 
Account of this be poſſible, then this 
Hypotheſis cannot be true. 

Laſtly, As for my own Hypothe- 
ſis, the Sum and Subſtance of it is 
this, | 
The Scripture aſſerts but One God, 
One Creator and Governour, One Ob- 
jet of Worſhip. The ſame Scripture 
ſays, that this One God is the Father, 
that he is the only true God : He, the 
very Perſon who ſays, There 16 no God 
beſide me, and Thou ſhalt have no o. 
ther Gods but me, is the Father ; and 
therefore, if the Son and Spirit are 
God, and are to be worſhip'd as God, 
they are, in reſpect of their Godhead, 
the very Perſon the Father. But tho 
they are One Perſon with the Father, 
in reſpect of their Godhead, yet they 
are nevertheleſs repreſented as diſtinct 
Perſons from the Father in another re- 


ſpect. And fince the Characters by 


which they are diſtinguiſh'd in Scrip- 
ture are ſuch, as can belong only to 
Created Beings, we conclude, they muſt 
have Two Natures, the Divine and a 
Created Nature, and that the God- 
head was united with their created Na- 
ture. This 
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This Godhead is the Father dwel- 
ling in them, and acting by them, in 
fo cloſe and intimate a Conjunction as 
to become One with them. The Poſ- 
ſibility of this we prove by an In- 
ſtance of the Union of the Soul and 
Body ; and the Certainty of it we prove 
from plain Texts of Scripture, where 
the Deity that dwells in Chriſt is evi- 
dently, and in ſo many Words, ſaid to 
be the Father, from whom he receives 
all he teaches, and by whom he acts 
all he does. 

So that tho the Son and Spirit are 
really God, yet they are not ſo in their 
own perfonal, proper and created Na- 
ture, bur are God only by the Fa- 
ther's Godhead ; that is, they are God 
of God. 

This is the Subſtance of my Hypo- 
theſis ; and rhis is not only Scriptural, 
but eaſy and intelligible, plain and ob- 
vious; here are no Texts to be ſqueez- 
ed and explained away; no forced Di- 
ſtinctions, nor artful Evaſions: The 
Scripture is taken juſt as it lies before 
us, in its natural and grammatical Con- 
ſtruction; and it has this farther to 
recommend it to us, that all Parties will 
find in it what each contend for, with- 
out 
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out thoſe Errors that each oppoſe. 
Ex. gr. | 

All that the Athanaſians or Catho- 
licks contend for is, to maintain the 
real 1 of the Son and Spirit, 
with their diſtin& Perſonality, and yer 
preſerve the Unity of the Godhead. 


This is here aſſerted in the firicteſt 


Senſe, without that Explication of the 
Modus of it, which is the great Diſ- 
pute, and is eſteemed the great Error 
of this Hypotheſis. 

All that the Sabellians and Socinians 
contend for is, that there is but One 
God the Father, thar is, One Perſon 
only in the Divine Eſſence ; this is here 
likewiſe maintained without their Errors 
relating to the diſtin Perſonality of the 
Son and Spirit. 

All that the Arians contend for is, an 
Unity of Perſon in the Divine Eſſence, 
and the created Nature of the Son and 
Spirit; and this is likewiſe here aſſerted 
without their -Errors relating to their 
Godhead. So that now I leave it to 
the Conſideration of the Reader, de- 
ſiring only that he will judge of it im- 
partially. I beg leave to repeat what 
I faid in the Beginning, that I offer 
nothing here as my ſettled — 
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how zealouſly ſoever I argue for it. 
As I am only inquiring after Truth, it 
is proper I ſhould endeavour to put 
every Thing in its due Light, and fet 
it off in its full Force and Strength. And 
however probable this Hypotheſis appears, 
I nevertheleſs ſuſpend my Judgment of it 
till it has paſs d a ſufficient Trial; others 
may find Objections that J am not aware 
of.” If I am miſtaken, tis no ſtrange 
thing in a Subject, in which ſo many 
wiſe Men have loſt themſelves, eſpe- 
cially ſince I have gone in an untrodden 
Path. What I have advanced has not 
proceeded from any vain Curioſity, Cap- 
tiouſneſs, or Oſtentation; much leſs 
from any Deſign to cavil at, or inſult 


the Judgment of my Superiors; but 


merely to ſee whether there may not 
be ſomething which their Sagacity has 
overlook d, that may tend to the bettet 
inlightning and ſatisfying the Minds of 
People, in a Point about which we are 
ſo much divided. 

If what I have offered has Weighte- 


nough to deſerve a ſerious Confidera- 


tion, TI have ſo far deſerved well of the 
Publick, and may juſtly expect to be 
fairly treated ; and tho' I am miſtaken, 


tis ſufficicnt in ſo difficult and abſtruſe 
| an 
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an Argument, barely to have endeavouted 
well, much more to have diſcover d any 
thing that has not yet been thought of 
by others. & 

Tf in the Management of this Diſpute 
I have ſaid any Thing that may juſtly 
give Offence to any Man, much more 
to the Church, I here retract it under 
my Hand; and if any thing that may 
be any wiſe offenſive to God, Father, 
forgive it. I have this Comfort, that 
the great End J aim at is, the Honour 
of God and my bleſſed Redeemer, the 
Welfare of Chriſtianity, and the Peace 
of the Church; and if I have ſaid any 
thing that” may contribute towards this, 
to God, the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
be the Glory. | 

I will conclude all with the Words of 
St. Auſtin in this very Caſe. | 


Domine, Deus Unus, Deus Trinitas, 
quecunque in his libris dixi de Tuo, ag- 
noſcant & Tui; ſi qua de Meo, ignoſce 
Tu gnoſcant Tui. 


O Lord, One God, God the Trinity, 
if in theſe Papers I have ſaid any thing 
of Thine, any thing that comes from 
Thee, any thing that is agrecable to 

N thy 
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thy Nature, Word and Will, may All 
that are Thine receive it; if any thing 
of my Own, any thing that proceeds 
from the Tgnorance, Weakneſs, or other 
Imperfection of Humane Nature, be 


Thou pleasd to pardon ir, and may 
Thine alſo forgive it. 


RE 
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Euſebius's LETTER to the 
People of Cæſarea, giving them an 
Account of the Proceedings of the 
Council of Nice, in relation to the 

Expoſition of their Faith. 


Ho I doubt not, dear Bre- 
p | T% & thren, but that before this you 
Op have heard by ſome other Hand, 
what Things have been deba- 
ted concerning the Faith of the Church 
in the great Council of Nice, ſince Re- 
port is wont to out run the true Account 
of Things; yet to the end that ſuch Re- 
ports may not repreſent Things other- 
wiſe to you, than indeed they are, we 
have thought it neceſſary to ſend you, 
firſt, the Confeſſion of Faith, which we 
propounded ; and next, the other, which 
with ſome Additions ro ours, the Synod 
eſtabliſh'id. The Form propoſed by us, 
and which was read in the Preſence of 


the moſt ſacred Emperor, and ſeem'd to 


be liked and approyed by all, was in this 
manner. N 2 The 
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The Expoſition of our Faith, as we have 
received it from the Biſhops, who were 
our Predeceſſors, both when we were 
firſt inſtructed in the Rudiments of the 
Faith, and when afterwards baptized in- 
to it, as we have learnd from the Holy 
'Scriptures, and both believed and taught, 
not only when we ſuſtained the Office 
of Presbyter, but ſince we came to the 
Epiſcopal Station, ſo do we {till believe, 


and produce this, as the Account of our 
Fairh. 


We believe in One God, the Father 
Almighty, Maker of all Things Viſible 
and Inviſible. And in One Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, the Word of God; God of God, 
Light of Light, Life of Life; the only 
begotten Son, the firſt-born of every 
Creature ; begotten of God the Father 
before all Worlds, by whom: all Things 
were made; who for our Salvation was 
Incarnate, and dwelt among Men; he 
ſuffered, and roſe again the Third Day, 
and aſcended to the Father, and ſhall 
come again with Glory to judge both 
the Quick and Dead. 

We believe alſo in One Holy Ghoſt. 
Each of theſe (Perſons) we believe to be, 
and to ſubſiſt; che Father truly the Fa- 
ther, the Son truly the Son, the Holy Ghoſt 


truly 
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truly the Holy Ghoſt : As our Lord him- 
ſelf, when he ſent forth his Diſciples to 
preach, ſaid unto them, Go teach all Na- 
tions, baptiging them in the Name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Concern- 
ing which, we alſo declare the ſame to 
be our Senſe, that we hold this now, 
that we have ever hitherto held the ſame, 
and that we ſhall hold ir to the Death, 
firmly perſevering in this Faith, and ana- 
thematizing every impious Hereſy. All 
which we profeſs before Almighty God, 


and our Lord 7eſus Chriſt, that we have 


ſincerely, and from our very Hearts, main- 
tained ever ſince we were capable to un- 
derſtand our ſelves; that we ſtill do really 
think, and ſpeak the ſame Things, be- 
ing ready to give you all Aſſurance and 
Demonſtration, that heretofore we have 
conſtantly ſo believed and preached. 


Having thus declared our Faith, it met 
with no Contradiction yea, the moſt holy 
Emperor himſelf firſt pronounced it to 
be ſound and right ; affirming, that 
himſelf was of the ſame Mind, and ex- 
horting all others unanimouſly to aſſent 
and ſubſcribe ro this Doctrine, adding 
only the Word Conſubſtantial to it, which 
alſo he expounded, affirming, that the 
Son was not ſaid to be Conſubſtantial ac- 
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cording to corporeal Affections, or that 
he did ſubſiſt of the Father by any kind 
of Section or Diviſion; it being impoſ- 
ſible that an immaterial, intellectual, 
and incorporeal Nature ſhould admit any 
corporeal Paſſion; but that theſe Things 
were to be underſtood in a divine and 
ſecret way: and ſo did the moſt wiſe 
and religious Emperor diſcourſe about 
theſe Matters. The Biſhops taking Ad- 
vantage of the Emperor's Propoſal con- 
cerning the Word oygxag,, drew up the 
following Creed. 


The Faith agreed on in the Synod. 


We believe in One God the Father 
Almighty, Maker of all Things Viſible 
and Inviſible. And in One Lord Feſus 
Chriſt, the Son of God, the only begot- 
ten of the Father, that is, of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, God of God, Light 
of Light, very God of very God, be- 
gotten, not made, of the ſame Subſtance 
with the Father, by whom all Things 
were made, which are in Heaven and in 
Earth ; who for us Men and for our Sal- 
vation came down, and was Incarnate, 
and was made Man, and ſuffered ; the 
Third Day he roſe again, aſcended into 
Heaven, and ſhall come to judge the 


Quick and the Dead. And in the = 
| Gho 


4 


APPENDIX. 183 


Ghoſt. But for thoſe that ſay, there was 
a Time when he was not, or that he was 
not before he was, or that he was made 
of Things that had no Exiſtence, or that 
affirm the Son of God to be of any other 
Subſtance or Eſſence, or that he was crea- 
ted, or is obnoxious to Change or Alte- 
ration, all ſuch the Catholick and Apo- 
ſtolick Church of God do anathematize 
and reject. 

No ſooner was the Matter digeſted into 
this Form, but we were eſpecially careful 
to examine thoſe Phraſes, of the Hub- 


ſtance of the Father, and Conſubſtantial 


with the Father. This begat various Que- 
ſtions andAnſwers, and an accurate weigh- 
ing the true Importance of them. They 
acknowledged, that theſe Words, Of the 
Subſtance, did imply, that the Son was 
of the Father, but not as a Part of him ; 
which Notion, it ſeem'd very reaſonable 
to us to embrace, ſeeing the true Doctrine 
teaches that the Son is of the Father, but 
yet no Part of his Subſtance. Wherefore 
we alſo gave our Aſſent to it, not reject- 
ing the very Word Conſubſtantial, for Peace 
ſake; and that we might not decline from 
the right Senſe of Things. Upon the ſame 
account we approved thoſe Terms, Be- 
gotten, not made; where they told us, that 
(made) was a Word common to all other 

| Crea- 
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Creatures, that were made by the Son, 
with which the Son himſelf had no Re- 
ſemblance; that therefore he was no 
Creature, like to any Thing made by 
him, but of a Subſtance far more excel- 
lent than any created Being; which the 
Divine Oracles teach to be of the Father 
by an ineffable manner of Generation, 
which can neither be expreſſed, no, nor 
comprehended by any created Underſtand- 
ing. So likewiſe for this, that the Son is 
Conſubſtantial, or of the ſame Eſſence with 
the Father, upon Debate ir was agreed, 
thar this was not to be underſtood after 
any corporeal Mode, or the manner of 
mortal Creatures, it not being capable of 
ſo being, either by Diviſion of the Sub- 
ſtance, or by Abſciſſion, or by Change of 
the Eſſence and Power of the Father, his 
unbegotten Nature being utterly inconſi- 
ſtent with any of theſe: But that this, 
that he is Conſub/tantial with the Father, 
ſignified no more than that the Son of 
God had no kind of Similirude with any 
Creatures, but was only and inall Things 
like unto his Father that begat him, not 
of any other Subſiſtence or Eſſence, but 
of the Father. Which being ſo explained, 
ir ſeemed very juſt and reaſonable we 
ſhould aſſent to it: For as much as we 
know that ſome of the learned and 

| famous 
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famous Biſhops and Writers of ancient 
Times, in explaining the Divinity of the 
Father and the Son, have uſed this Word 
Conſubſtantial. And fo much for the Faith 
here eſtabliſhed; to which we all con- 
ſented, and not raſhly and inconſiderately, 
but in the Senſes alledg'd, diſcuſſed be- 
fore the moſt religious Emperor, and for 
the Reaſons above-mention'd, approved 

by all. | 
And for the anathematiz'd by them, at 
the End of the Creed, we readily own 
it, as what prohibits Men to uſe unſcrip- 
tural Terms, from whence has riſen all 
the Confuſion, and Diſturbance in the 
Church : For ſeeing the divinely inſpired 
Scripture no where makes uſe of theſe 
Expreſſions, er du d, of Things not ex- 
rſient, and there was a Time when he 
was not, and the reſt there mention'd, it 
leems irrational, and abſurd, that they 
ſhould be us'd, or taught; to which wiſe- 
ly contriv'd Sentence we readily gave our 
Suffrage, having never heretofore ac- 
cuſtomed our ſelves to ſuch Expreſſions. 
Nor do we think it unfit to reje& this, 
that he was not, betore he was begotten, 
it being confeſſed by all that the Son of 
God was Pre- exiſtent to his Incarnation : 
Yea,. our moſt religious Emperor has 
{hewn, that as to his Divine Generation, 
O he 
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he was before all Worlds, for before he 
was in Act, he was Potentially in the Fa- 
ther, by a certain unbegotten Way, the 
Father being always a Father, as always a 
King and a Saviour, being all Things in 
reſpect of Power, always and as to all 
Things the ſame. 3 

Theſe Things, Beloved, we thought 
neceſſary to acquaint you with, that you 
might know with how much Caution, we: 
firſt ſtood off, and then yielded our Aſ- 
ſent ; and how not without Reaſon we re- 
ſiſted, till the laſt Minute, ſo long as 
there was any Thing otherwiſe written, 
that might give Offence ; but afterwards 
quietly imbraced what was Inoffenſive, 
after that having candidly examin'd the 
Meaning of what was faid, it appear'd 
that they were conſonant to that Confeſ- 
ſion of Faith which we at firſt propos d: 
We ſalute you with the Brotherhood, to- 
gether with you, wiſhing you, Honour'd 
Brethren, to farewel in the Lord, 
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An Extract out of the aforecited 

Treatiſe, via. A true Account 
and Confutation of the Doctrine 
of the Sabellians. 


F OR the right Explication of the Doc- 
trine of Noztus and Sabellius, and of 
Marcell, wlio by Euſebius is often charg'd 
with the ſame Doctrine which. Sabellius held; 
it is obſervable; | 
Firſt, That the Sabellians aſſerted an 4ur6- 
rue, A Tevidrys, that is, a Sameneſs or Iden- 
tity of the Eſſence of God the Father, and the 
Son. Hence, ſaith Euſebius, it is manifeſt that 
Marcellus fell into the Opinion of Sabellius, be- 
cauſe he affirmed that the Son (a) was of the 
ſame Eſſence and Hypoſtafis with the Father. Atha- 
uafirs alſo faith, () We do not think the Father 
and the Son to be povogeinl, of the ſame Efſente, 
or Subſtante ; as the Sabellians do. And Epipha- 
nius ſpeaks thus, (c) We do not affirm the Son to 


be raurohον of the ſame Subſtance with the Fu- 


ther ; leſt T hat Word, uſed by ſome, ſhould render 
us like to Sabellius. And yet, in the ſame Place, 
he affirms him to be rabrò 7h dia, the ſame in 
Subſtance, and ſo in Reality doth not difter 
from him. 

O 2 Secondly, 


et. 


(a) "Ev Ts e x, TavTdy ?, x) dresden, O. 
Contra Marcellum. l. 1. p. 5. 

(b) *Ouri yeg V1iG nartes cgoviuery ws of Ealinnuom 
%%. Expoſ. Fidei. p. 41. 

(c) Kaul νννEjx⁰ TRVT 057107, Hær. 76. N. 7, 
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Secondly, It likewiſe is obſervable from all 
the Fathers, that Sabellius by his Opinion did 
dverpey Tyv vi6Gaow, deſtroy the Hypoſtaſis, that is, 
the Subſtance, or ſingular Exiſtence of the 
Son. Thus Origen, having cited theſe Words 
of Chriſt, I and my Father are one; and his 
Prayer, that the Diſciples might be one, as 1, 
Father, am in thee, and thou in me; declares 
that it ought not to be conceived that he fa- 
voured the Opinion of thoſe Men who denied 
the Father and the Son (d) duo elver utogeoes, 
to be two ſingular Hypoſtaſes ; or, as he ſoon after 
adds, to be do urogaou mprypure two things in 
Hypoſtafis, or as to their particular Exiſtences. 
And St. Bafil adds, that the Word 6j.08710g cor- 
refed the Error of Sabellius 3 for, ſaith he, &ver- 
per Tv TRUTOTYTE TY; U xo cg, it removes, or takes 
away the Identity of Hypoſtafis ; for (e) the ſame 
thing is not 1 to its ſelf, but one thing to 
another. Whence it evidently follows, that the 
Eſſence, or Subſtance of the Father, mult be a 
diſtin& Thing from the Subſtance of the Son: 
Hypoſtafis, only in the late Acceptation of the 
Word, ſignifying not one Thing, but merely 
one Mode of its Exiſtence. 

_ Thirdly, Hence alſo the Fathers obſerved, 
that, according to the Doctrine of Sabellius, 
Chriſt ditter'd from the Huber rather in Name, 
than Nature; and that, by making him one in 
Subſtance and Hy poſtaſis with the Father, they 
left him only the Nume of God, but denied” 
| him 
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(4) L. 8. Contra Celſum, p. 385 386. : 
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him to have any proper Subſtance or Hypoſta- 
ſis. Thus Origen ſaith, that him whom they 
ſtiled God, they owned to be another from the Fu- 
ther in Name, but denied him to have (,) i9uTy- 
Ta ETepav, his proper Being, diſtin&# from that of 
the Father. That this is the true Import of 
theſe Words, is evident from this, That Ori- 
gen held the Son to be (g) Erepov 8914, of a diſ- 
tint Eſſence from the Father, and ſo to have 
7G Si, a proper Eſſence off his own. In his 


Commentary on St. Matthew, He ranks the Sa- 
belliaus among thoſe who ſpake falſe T hings of 


God, () and confounded the Conception of the Fa- 
ther and the Son, that is, made them one in Hy- 
poſtafis, dividing the one Subjett in Conceptions only 
and in Names : And alſo faith of Some, (i) they 
do not ſhew, whether, being one in Hypoſtaſis, they 
had only two Conceptions, manifeſted by tuo Names, 
or whether dio Tpayuere, rvo Things, could be 
expreſſed by them; they being (faith he elſewhere) 
duo vToGare Tprypare, two Things in Subjiſtence. 
And Euſebius ſaith, that Marcellus, making the 
Father and the Son to be different Names, but one 
dei ua vTocare in Eſſence and Subjiſtence ; did 
manifeſtly hold the Dottrine of Sabellius, Lid. J. 1. 


P. 5. 
O 3 Fourthly, 


(F) Com. in Johan. p. 46. 
() He tus. p. 48. f 
(+) Oratci cary 8 gννre s rare, Y dn 7 = 
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Fyuurthlj, Euſebius expreſly affirms, that Sa- 
bellius was caſt out of the Church as a Blaſphemer, 
for daring to aſſert that Chriſt was The God over 
all, 

Fifthly, It is obſervable that all the Aute-ui- 
cene Greek Fathers, who writ againſt Sabellius, 
not only maintained that God the Son was 
ETepog Sia, pipe ya} viogare, another in Sub- 
ſtauce, Number, and Singular Exiſtence from the 
Father ; but alſo denied that he was The Su-. 
preme God, or God over all. The Opinion which 
now paſſes under the Name of Sabellius, was 
older than either Sabe/lius or Nbetus, or even 
(k) Juſtia ; who mentions it, as making © That 
Son, whom the Prophet called God, only the 
* Power of God expreſſed by divers Names, and 

* exerting itſelf by Actions, and then return- 
ce ing into the Eſſence of the Father.” To this 

he oppoſes his own Opinion, that the Power 
which the prophetical Language called God, and 
which was the M6y0;, was not dude, He, d 
ua} &pbpg & rep, in Name only, but in Num- 
ler alſo, another Thing from the Father ; even as 
he often doth aſſert and prove, xa T8 Toy7s 
Tav OMwv, another from the Maker F all Things. 
Origen was another Adverſary to this Doctrine; 
and he, in Oppoſition to it, aſſerts that the 
Futher aud the Son were two Things in Hypeſtafis ; 
(1) that the Generality of Chriſtians did not believe 
the 


= 
—_ — 
5 * 


(+) Dial. p. 358. | 

(J) Eſto non deefle in Multitudine credentium & in- 
ter ſe diſcrepantium, quoſdam ue Thy T9] ay 5 Cr 0- 
1e Hal, F Serie 4a | £71 T4901 Oe, d «T4 75 
2 &c. contt. Celſum, . 8. p. 387. 
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ehe Son to be The God over al; (m) that he was 
of diſtin} Eſſence from the Father, and not to be 
compared with him in Efſexce, Dignity, Power and 
Divinity. Their third Adverſary was Diony- 
fius Alexandrinus, who (faith St. Bafil) out of 
his Zeal to contradict Sabellius, laid the Seeds of 
the Hereſy of the (n) Anomceans, aſſerting in the 
ſacred Trinity a Diverſity of Subſtance, a Diminu- 
tion of Power, and a” Diverſity of Glory. The 
fourth was (o) Gregory Thaumatourgus ; who 
(ſaith St. Bafil) in his Diſputation with Allianz 
Jpake thoſe Things ( of Chriſt ) which afford the 
greateſt Strength to ou preſent Hereticks. 

Sixthly, It is a Thing ftill more obſervable 
in this Caſe, that both the ſame and other Fa- 
thers, in their Diſputes againſt the Doctrine of 
Sabellius, anſwer the great Objection of Sabel- 
lins, that the Opinion of his Adverſaries introduc d 
two or three Gods ; not by ſaying, with the Poſt- 
Nicene Fathers, that God the Father and the 
Son were one and the ſame God; but by aſ- 
ſerting that their Doctrine did not introduce 
two Gods, becauſe the Father and the Son 
was not of the ſame ſingular Eſſence; that the 
Son was not equal to the Father; that he was 
not of equal Honour with him, but Subordi- 
nate to him; an Image of him; and therefore 

O 4 God, 


' (m) *OTo947oy x) TYAIKETAY Urepiy tov 8712, Y e 
cela g q ura iet, g Wells s 2 xa] AY md 
drei. Com. * fois p- 218. | 
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AXeayiy. Epiſt. 41. P. 609. | 
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God, becauſe He was in all Things made 
like unto him. If, ſaith () Tertullian, Chriſt 
had ſaid, I aud the Father are Unus ; That might 
have favoured their Opinion ; becauſe That bears 
the Sigurfication of. the Singular Number, | and 
doth not one numerical Eſſence do the ſame ? } 
But. he ouly ſaith, Unum ſumus, we are one 
Thing: Which belougs not to Singularity, but to 
Unity, to Similitude, to Conjunction, to the Obe- 
dience of the Sin, who obeys the Mill of the Fu- 
ther. By ſaying, I and the Father are One, he 
eu Two, whom He equals and joins. Now 
whatſoever here he intends by Unity, He can- 
not mean Unity in one andthe ſame individual 
Eſſence , ſeeing That cannot be like, equal, or 
join'd to itſelf, and much leſs can it obey the 
Will of another. MNovatian's Book de Trinitate, 
is writ againſt the Opinion of the ſame Per- 
fons : And He not only doth aſſert that Chriſt, 
tho' He was God, yet never took upon him to 
aver that he was equal with the Father ; and that 
the Son of God, was ſo God, as (q) not depriving 
the Father of his Title of being the One and Only 
God: But, in Anſwer to this Objection of the 
Sabellians, he ſaith that therefore He introduced 
not too Gods, becauſe He did not aſſert them to be 

equal; 


— 


(p) Unum ſumus, quod non pertinet ad ſingularita- 
rem, ſed ad unitatem, ad ſimilitudinem, ad conjunctio- 
nem & ad obſequium filii, qui voluntati Patris obſequi- 
tur; unum ſumus, dicens, Boo Pater, oſtendit duos 
eſſe quos æquat & jungit. Adver/, Prax. 

(-) Ut non eripiens illud Patri, quod unus & ſolus 
ſit; Par enim inventus, merito dicimus duorum Deo- 
rum quam ipſi confingunt contro verſiam ſuſcitaſſet, 


Cap. 31. 
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equal; for had he done this, he had given juſt. 
Ground for the Controverſy which they feigu of two 
Gods. 

Origen endeavours to remove the Scruple of 
thoſe ho did not willingly own Chriſt to be God, 
EudeEg8peve Jvo dveyopevornt Ot8s, as fearing to 
aſſert there were two Gods ; by this Diſtinction, 
tuat when the Apoſtle ſpeaks of Him who is durô- 
beo, God of, and from himſelf, He ſtiles him 6 
Qzog, God with an Article; and therefore our Sa- 
wiour in his Prayer to his Father, ſaith, That they 
may know Thee, Tov fdvov aybvev Oed, the only 
true God : But Any befides him who is God of 
himſelf, being made God (Y) by Participation of 
Hrs Divinity, is not God with an Article, but 
more properly may be call'd Oe% God without an 
Article: And thus, ſaith he, be/ides the true God 
there be many Gods, TH peTox\ T8 O ywopevor, 
being made ſuch by Participation of God But tho 
there be many Gods, yet to us (Chriſtians) there 
is but one God, the Father ; and tho there be many 
Lords, yet to us there is but one Lord (to wit) 
Jeſus Ch iſt. 

Laſtly, Euſebius Cæſarienſis ſpeaks ſtill more 
fully to this Subject. For he not only ſaith 
that the Farther only was the one true God, and the 
Son was (/) SS, U, Fuvapea Tieong Ts Terpog, 


diverſe 


(r) Meer Tis xe Oe, Com. in Fohan, Hæ- 
retici ſuperſtitioſe magis quam religioſe, ne videantur 
duos Deos dicere, neque rurſus negare Salvatoris Divini- 
tatem, unam eandemque Subſtantiam patris & filii aſſe- 
verant, ldem Com. in Titum apud Pamphilum Apol. 
F. 162. Col. 1. 


L. 1. contr. Marcell. p. 29. 27. Fccl. Theol. I. I. 
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diverſe in Eſſence and Power from God the Futher; 
and that theſe things were ſaid Rightly, and accor- 
ding to the Opinion of the Church ; and that no Man 
can be Pious, who affirms that the Son is The God 
over all, But adds, that tho' the Church calls 
the Father God, and the Son God, She doth not in- 
troduce two Gods, but makes the Father the One on- 
Iy God : For where there is but one only Principle, 


and one Head, (God being the Head of Chriſt ) 


how can there be two Gods, and not One only; even 
He who only hath no Superionr, nor any other Cauſe 
of himſelf ; who challengeth as his own, peculiar and 
Unbegotten Godhead with Monarchical Power ? 

He adds, that tho' they aſſert tuo Hypoſtaſes, 
they do not own them to be (t) isoTiwor of equal 
Honour, but hold that the Son worſhips, adores, and 
honours his Father, ſtiling him his God. And laſt- 
ly, that by this the Church did not own two Gods , 
* ſhe did not own two Subſtances (u) of e- 
qual Honour one to another, but declared One Prin- 
ciple and God, to wit the Father of the only Sou ; 
The only iſe God, 1 Tim. 1. 17. the bleſſed and 
only Potentate, who ouly hath Immortality, Chap. 
6. 244,46, 

Now I enquire, 1, How one and the ſame 
numerical Eflence communicated to the Son by 
9 internal 


—— — 


t) Od So ede arzyry Y Thy wh d TH 
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cleſtaſt, esl. I. 4. c. 7. 
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internal Generation, and to the Holy Ghoſt by 


internal Spiration, otherwiſe differs from itſelf,” 


than T4 e7woig in Conception? Which Difference, 
ſaith Origen, the Noetiaus owned. Or, 


24ly, How the ſame numerical Eflence in the 


Father, can differ from the ſame numerical Eſ- 
{ence communicated to the Son and the Hol 

Ghoſt, otherwiſe than Tp&T# Thg UTzptews in 
Manner of Exiſtence ? Which yet to ſay, in the 
Opinion of the Learned Biſhop Bull, is pure 


Sabellianiſm, Chap. 4. p. 439. 


zahn, I enquire in what Text of Scripture it 


is ſaid, or from what Words it may be prov'd, 
that the Son and Holy Ghoſt derive the ſame 
Individual Eſſence &, de 78 xp from the Eſ- 
ſence of the Father, or have the ſame individual 

Eflence with him. | 
4thly, Seeing Dr.Cudworth hath fully prov'd, 
that Hyprſtafes, in the Senſe of the Antient Fa- 
thers, is only an exiſtent Eſſence; and that 
2ciz did with them ſignify a common Eſſence 
or a Specifick Eflence, in which all Individuals 
agreed; and (x ) Huetius declares, © That in 
* Antient 


— — 


(x ) Tærbgα,,Npro si, prilcis temporibus ſolebat 
uſurpari ab Ethnicis & Chriſtianis. Hieronymus Epiſt. 
57, ad Damaſum, tota ſecularium literarum Schola nihil 


aliud i eo1w niſi d novit, Ita fumſerunt Nicæni 


patres, ita Sardicenſes: origenian, l. 2. qu. 2. p. 32. bl, 
edge, Y popph AU Ths dis TATRERS HH,, 48 
Kat THAW Via L TegTwnoy Ke αννν,ẽẽ— T2y]ov 
£—1v. sss CUTIS Kan por9h Kat 891% Gg v xowo!y me- 
£4 @v T4; Ai, UT AT eig. ub. 4 & x do- 
1409, Kal e οοοοανονν +0 wewoy, ut ſingulæ res que ſub 
eadem ſpecie continentur. Damaſcen. Prime inflitut. 


C. I. 2. p. 460, 461. vid. c. 7. p. 464. 
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« Antient Times unz6Gzo; was uſed for 851, 
« Eſſence or Subſtance, both by Heathens and 
ce Chriſtians ” ; and to this effect cites theſe 
Words of St. Jerom, that The whole School 
* of Secular Learning knew they were one and 
* the ſame Thing: The Sabelhans, by ta- 
king away the Hypoſtaſis of the Son, and ma- 
king him to be & Th drt one/in Hiprſtaſis 
with the Father, mult take away the Eſſence 
of the Son 5 And the Ante-Niceae Fathers, by 
aſſerting that the Father and the Son had two 
Hypoſtaſes, and were dd Unogaoe: mptypeare, 
two Things in Hypeſtafis, muli atlert that they 
had two diſtin& Eſſences. 

Fthly, It, as Euſebius affirms, Sabellius was 
caſt out of the Church as a Blaſphemer, for 
ſaying that the Son was the God over all; How 
will they who make that very Thing for which 
he was Condemn'd, an Article of their Faith, 
eſcape the like Condemnation ? 

If from Juſtin to the very Time of the N- 
cene-Council, all the Greek Fathers, who wrote a- 
gainſt Sabellius, held, in Oppoſition to him, 
that the Son of God was not the Supreme 
God, or the God over all, but that he was 
diſtin& in Number, and in Subſtance from 
him; adding, that they affirm'd this rightly 
aa Exxnhyriecmag, ſuitably to the Doctrine of 
the Church; could the Church then maintain 
that the Father and the Son were of the ſame 
numerical Eflence ? 

6thly, And Laſtly, Do not their Anſwers to 
the capital Objection of the Sabelliaus, by de- 
nying an Equality and Parity of Subſtance and 
of Honour betwixt God the Father and the 
Son; and their expreſs Sayings that they own- 


ed 
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ed only one God, to wit the Father; ſeem to 
demonſtrate a Signal Difference betwixt the 
Doctrine of the Ante-Nicene and Poſt- Nicene Fu- 
thers, and that the firſt were as rank Hereticks 
as Dr. Clarke and Mr. Jackſon, or that ſome 
others are rank Sabellians ? 

I conclude this Chapter in the Words of the 
very Learned (z) Dr. Cudworth ; © That when 
this Trinity of three Hypoſtaſes, and one 
« ſpecifick Eſſence, came afterwards to be de- 
" — as Tritheſtick, there ſtarted up, in the 
* Room of it, the other Trinity of Perſons 

* numerically the ſame, or having one and the 
1 © lame ſingular exiſtent Eſſence; which ſeems 

© not to have been own'd by any publick Au- 
2 © thority 1 in the Church, ſave that of the La 

© teran Council only ®. 

And again, © The Orthodox Anti-Arian Fu- 
ce thers did all of them zealouſly Condemn Sa- 
e bellianiſm ; the Doctrine whereof is no other 
* than this, that there was but one Hypo- 
ce ſtaſis or fingular Individual Eflence of the 
“Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; and conſe- 
* quently that they were indeed but three ſe- 
c yeral Names, or Notions, or Modes of one 
cc and the ſelf-ſame Thing; from whence ſuch 
« Abſurdities as theſe would follow, that the 
1 * Father” s begetting the Son, was nothing but 

done Name, Notion, or Mode of the Deity? 8 
A © begetting another, or elſe the ſame Deity 

© under one Notion begetting itſelf under ano- 

* ther Notion ; and when again the Son, 

« ” Mk 


(2) Syſtem. c. 4. P. 604, 605. 
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* or Word, is ſaid to have been Incarnate, and 
* to have ſuffer d Death for us upon the Croſs, 
te that it was nothing but a mere logical No- 
tion or Mode of the Deity that was Incar- 
© nate and ſuffered, or elſe the whole Deity 
* under one particular Notion or Mode only. 
* But ſhould it be averred notwithſtanding, 
* that this Trinity which we ſpeak of, was 
© nota Trinity of mere Names or Notions, as 
& that of the Sabelhans, but of diſtin& Hypo- 
© ſtaſes, or Perſons ; then muſt it needs follow 
( ſince every ſingular Eſſence is an Hypoſtaſis, 
according to the Senſe of the ancient Fa- 
** thers) that there was not a Trinity only, 
but Quaternity of-Hypoſtaſes in the Deity ; 
* which is a Thing that none of thoſe Fathers 
© ever dreamt of. Did. pag. 605. | 
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